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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Oh, gracious and loving God, as we
come together in this time of prayer,
we celebrate the diversity of our own
lives and in the lives of the people
around us.

As we see the differences in our own
heritage and in our own histories, we
are grateful that we can learn from
each other, tell our stories and ideas
and traditions and deepen our under-
standing of our shared humanity.

Even as we see that which makes us
distinctive, so at that moment we mar-
vel at the beauty of Your mighty cre-
ation and the grandeur and the miracle
that You have made us as one people.
Bless us this day and every day we
pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from Washington (Ms. DUNN)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. DUNN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL
FOR THE REAGANS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, next
week, the gentlewoman from Wash-
ington (Ms. DUNN) and | will introduce
legislation to award the Congressional
Gold Medal to former President and
First Lady, Ronald and Nancy Reagan,
in recognition of their distinguished
record of service to the United States.

I encourage my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to join us in com-
memorating the Reagans and their
service to our great Nation.

Under President Reagan’s leadership,
the United States experienced unprece-
dented economic growth and gained a
renewed sense of national pride.

Known as the Great Communicator,
Ronald Reagan maintained his unique
poise and uncanny wit during his ten-
ure in office and throughout his life.

His wife, Nancy, served as gracious
First Lady and as the tireless leader of
the well-known anti-drug ‘‘Just Say
No’’ campaign. She held her own.

Together, the Reagans have been
dedicated to promoting national pride
and improving the quality of life in
America. Ronald Reagan will celebrate
his 89th birthday this weekend. Award-
ing the Congressional Gold Medal to
the Reagans would certainly make a
wonderful birthday gift; but more im-
portantly, the award would be a fitting
tribute for their contributions to our
country.

DEPLORING NEOFASCISM IN
AUSTRIA

(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on what-
ever side my colleagues were last night
in the New Hampshire primary, | am
calling on all of them to join me as |
introduce a resolution this morning
with respect to the outrageous
neofascist developments in Austria.

Austria for decades paraded as Hit-
ler’s first victim, when in point in fact

Austria was Hitler’s first ally. Now, the
neo-Nazi leader is about to be admitted
to the Austrian government. All other
14 nations of the European Union are
downgrading diplomatic relations with
Austria, and my resolution calls for a
voluntary boycott of tourism to Aus-
tria, the purchase of Austrian prod-
ucts, the use of Austrian Airlines, and
the downgrading of our own diplomatic
relations with Austria.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a time to in-
troduce fascism into the New Europe. |
applaud the European leadership for
denouncing this outrageous neofascist
development.

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to remind my colleagues of
the fact that the Committee on Ways
and Means is marking up marriage pen-
alty relief and also to talk about the
negative impact of the marriage pen-
alty.

Under current law, 21 million couples
are required to pay on average an addi-
tional $1,400 a year in taxes simply be-
cause they are married. The marriage
penalty is a ridiculous policy that is
undermining the institution of mar-
riage and making it harder for working
families to get ahead.

Mr. Speaker, the marriage penalty is
especially hard on the family’s second
wage earner, often the wife’s salary,
because their income is taxed at higher
marginal rates. In response to these
higher rates, many people, especially
the second earners, choose not to work
or to work less. This not only makes
these couples worse off because of their
decreased income, because it also re-
duces the national output. In short, the
marriage penalty punishes success.
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I commend the leadership for making
the marriage penalty relief a top pri-
ority, and | urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to pass this common-
sense legislation.

HONORING MONROE SWEETLAND

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, as
the voters of New Hampshire salvage
some dignity from the presidential
nominating process, it was keenly ob-
served in Oregon by Monroe Sweetland,
the father of Oregon’s modern Demo-
cratic Party.

Last month in Portland, we gathered
to celebrate his 90th birthday. Al-
though a partisan Democrat, he was in-
troduced at this gathering by his good
friend, Republican Senator Mark Hat-
field.

Monroe was a confidant of Eleanor
Roosevelt and ally of President Tru-
man. He was in Indonesia during ‘“‘the
year of living dangerously’” and then
returned to the United States to be po-
litical director for Western States of
the NEA for over a decade.

Monroe is a journalist, State senator,
and small businessman who last year
ran a very competitive race for State
senate. Legally blind for years, his slo-
gan was that his eyesight may be dim,
but his vision is clear. | am proud of
the many contributions of this great
man and look forward to his next dec-
ade of public service. He shows how
politics should be conducted while liv-
ing life to the fullest.

ELIAN GONZALEZ AND FAITH

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
weak and thirsty, Elizabet spent the
last hours of her life praying to God to
protect her son, Elian; to guide him to
safety in the land of liberty. She
shaded Elian with her own body, gave
him bottled water so he would not de-
hydrate, did everything humanly pos-
sible so that he would live.

As darkness enveloped her frail body
and before she disappeared into the
depths of the Atlantic, she turned to
Elian and said to him, ‘““My child, re-
member that prayer | taught you? Pray
to your guardian angel. Ask him to
watch over you, for you are in God’s
hands now.”

Elizabet succumbed to the power of
the sea, but Elian continued to pray
and; on Thanksgiving Day, he would be
saved under what one of his rescuers
has classified as miraculous cir-
cumstances.

Mr. Speaker, one cannot help but
wonder if there was divine interven-
tion. As former President Ronald
Reagan has said: without God, there is
no prompting of the conscience.

So | ask my colleagues to search
their conscience and consider what is
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right and just before making a decision
on Elian’s case. We can still hear his
mother’s last wishes from the depths of
the sea.

IRS INVESTIGATED

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, after
destroying lives and ruining families
for years, reports now say that the IRS
is being investigated for targeting po-
litical opponents. Being one, | find it
amusing that all of the sudden files are
missing, agents have amnesia, and evi-
dence just cannot be found.

Truth is, the IRS has been lying
through their teeth for so long, they
need braces. Think about it. Little
Punxsutawney Phil can find his shad-
ow, but the big bad IRS cannot find
their laptops.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker.

It is time to abolish both the income
tax and the IRS. Replace it with a na-
tional retail sales tax.

Mr. Speaker, one last thing. | yield
back the lies, crimes, dental needs, and
amnesia of the ‘“Internal Rectal Serv-
ice.”

CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL
FOR RONALD AND NANCY REAGAN

(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, on February
6, Ronald Reagan will be celebrating
his 89th birthday. To commemorate
this occasion, | will be joining my col-
league, the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. GIBBONS), in introducing legisla-
tion to award the Congressional Gold
Medal to Ronald and Nancy Reagan.

Together with his devoted First
Lady, Ronald Reagan believed in the
promise of the American dream. In an
era of growing cynicism, the Reagans
worked in their own optimistic, upbeat
way to make America a place where ev-
eryone can rise as high and as far as
her ability will take her.

In 1989, | had an opportunity person-
ally to thank Ronald Reagan for his
contributions to America. This was
shortly after the Berlin Wall was taken
down and the land he once declared an
“evil empire” began to be dissolved.
Now is the time to broaden this ‘‘thank
you” so that it comes from all the
American people.

Mr. Speaker, we can begin this proc-
ess here in the Congress in a bipartisan
way by awarding him and his First
Lady the Congressional Gold Medal.

Mr. and Mrs. Reagan, this ‘‘thank
you’’ is long overdue.

GOOD POLICY MAKES GOOD
POLITICS

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to congratulate the winners in the New
Hampshire primary yesterday: Vice
President AL GORE and Senator JOHN
MCCAIN. Let us be truthful, there are
consistencies in their message that the
voters are obviously responding to, one
of which is the need to clean up the
campaign finance mess that exists here
in Washington, D.C. The other is their
fiscally responsible message that | be-
lieve both of these individuals are de-
livering to sustain economic growth.

Mr. Speaker, it is a message that
says before we get carried away with
these projected budget surpluses, we
still have existing obligations that we
need to take care of. Obligations such
as shoring up Social Security, Medi-
care, paying down the $5.7 trillion na-
tional debt, before we embark on large
new tax cuts or large new spending pro-
grams.

In short, good policy is making good
politics in these campaigns. Perhaps it
would be wise for us Members in this
chamber to wake up and realize what
the American people are responding to
and embracing, and work in a bipar-
tisan fashion to address these very cru-
cial issues before we embark on irre-
sponsible fiscal policy in the coming
year.

CIVILIANS MURDERED IN
INDONESIA

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to talk about what is happening to the
people of Ambon in Indonesia. Over
2,000 people have been killed in the past
few months; hundreds have been se-
verely wounded; dozens of churches
have been burned, all as a result of
fighting in Ambon and approximately
1,000 extremists having traveled to the
area to wage jihad on the inhabitants.

Unfortunately, the Indonesian mili-
tary has played a role in the death and
terrorizing of civilians. In one report, a
church was being guarded by its con-
gregation when soldiers arrived. The
military went into the church, started
shooting, killed 24 men, dragged the
bodies outside and burned them beyond
recognition. The soldiers apparently
belonged to the elite strategic reserve
command and the paramilitary police.

Observers in local hospitals have
heard numerous stories of people shot
by soldiers of the Indonesian army.

Mr. Speaker, I commend President
Wahid for his efforts to end this vio-
lence and | urge him to take the needed
steps to bring the military under con-
trol and to bring to justice those re-
sponsible for brutally murdering inno-
cent civilians.
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OAK CREEK, WISCONSIN, HIGH
SCHOOL STUDENTS WANT TO
SEE CHANGE

(Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, at a time when many adults
question the seriousness and maturity
of high school students, it is important
for us to take a moment to pause to
commend the group of high school stu-
dents in Oak Creek, Wisconsin, who not
only are doing something to improve
our democracy, but | think challenge
this very chamber to act in a respon-
sible way.

A group of students in Oak Creek,
Wisconsin, have formed their own po-
litical action committee entitled the
Oak Creek High School FECA Fighters,
for the Federal Election Campaign Act.
They are collecting dollars and coins in
a 5-gallon drum and will contribute it
to presidential candidates who are sup-
porting ways to change the way elec-
tions are financed. They do not like the
law and want to see it changed.

Mr. Speaker, | commend these young
students for getting involved in the
democratic process, because this de-
mocracy only works as well as we
make it work. It is the ultimate
participatory sport, and these young
people recognize that for this sport to
continue, for this democracy to con-
tinue, they have to be involved. They
are challenging us to reform the cam-
paign laws. Let us follow their chal-
lenge and pass Shays-Meehan and
make it law.

MARRIAGE PENALTY: TAX CODE
PUNISHES TRADITIONAL, TWO-
PARENT FAMILY

(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, at
a time when the traditional two-parent
family becomes increasingly rare, the
Internal Revenue Service continues to
punish this important institution.
Studies consistently confirm what
common sense already has told us:
more  two-parent  families mean
healthier children with a much greater
hope at success in school, on the job,
and in life.

The marriage penalty affects about
28 million working couples. They pay
an average of $1,400 in additional tax
burden simply by saying ““‘I do.”

That is money that could be used to
purchase a family computer, save for a
child’s college education, or make the
car payments. Congress must address
this immoral tax and strengthen the
two-parent family, not punish it.

Mr. Speaker, | urge President Clinton
to help Republicans enact significant
relief from the marriage penalty this
year. Republicans will not rest until
the marriage penalty tax has been
eliminated once and for all.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF FISCAL
RESPONSIBILITY

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | join
with my colleagues in the New Demo-
cratic Coalition in addressing the
House today on the importance of fis-
cal responsibility. There is huge pres-
sure on us. Pressure to adopt the huge
tax cuts proposed by George W. Bush,
the governor of Texas; pressure to
adopt hundreds of new government pro-
grams. With today’s surplus, we can af-
ford some responsible tax cuts and we
can afford some additional efforts to
deal with intractable social programs.
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But we should remember that the
economic expansion that we are in now
has already done more for the poor
than 100 Great Society programs and
has already done more for business
than every tax gismo put into the 1981
tax bill that was designed to use the
Tax Code and tax cuts to incentivize
business expansion.

Mr. Speaker, we need fiscal responsi-
bility and to pay down the debt for our
seniors to keep Social Security sol-
vent; for our children, so that we do
not leave them a mountain of debt. But
even perhaps, more importantly, we
need fiscal responsibility. We need to
be paying down the national debt in
order to continue this unprecedented
economic expansion.

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY RELIEF

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, last year this Congress passed
legislation to end the unfair marriage
tax penalty. Regrettably, President
Clinton chose to veto it. If he had
signed our legislation into law, 28 mil-
lion married couples could have had up
to $1,400 in additional tax relief this
year. Especially, this extra money
would have meant a lot to couples just
starting out together.

Instead of having the choice to invest
this money for their future or use it for
everyday expenses they are forced to
hand this hard-earned money over to
the IRS. And this tax hits average
wage earners the hardest. This is un-
fair.

Mr. Speaker, this House is still com-
mitted to ending the tax on married
people. This year we will fix the mar-
riage tax penalty.

I urge the President to work with us
this time to make it happen.

DISCRIMINATION CLAIMS AGAINST
LOCKHEED MARTIN

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, |
thought Southern good ol’ boys were a
dying breed. How mistaken could 1
have been? They must have all just
been hiding in Lockheed Martin’s man-
agement suites.

Now, why do | say this? Just imagine
a black woman having to get a bath-
room pass from her white coworkers
and then one of them having to escort
her to the rest room to make sure she
actually tinkles in the toilet.

And if you are in need of Ku Klux
Klan robes and membership cards, |
know where you can find some.

Just imagine coming to work and
finding a noose hanging around your
tool box.

Also, seems Lockheed has found the
fountain of youth. How else could they
have so many 50-year-old black boys
working for them? Not surprisingly,
discrimination claims are being filed
against Lockheed Martin all across the
South from Alabama to North Caro-
lina.

Mr. Speaker, if John Rocker needs a
job, I think I found the perfect place to
hide him.

TOTAL U.S. DEBT

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, | bring this chart because | think if
we do nothing else, we should be up
front, very honest. We should not con-
tinue to hoodwink the American people
in talking about reducing the debt of
this country.

I bring this chart, the total debt of
this country is $5.72 trillion. | divide it
in three segments: The Social Security
debt, which is now about a trillion; the
other trust fund debts are about a $1.1
trillion; and the debt held by Wwall
Street or the debt held by the public is
now $3.6 trillion.

What we are doing, when we are say-
ing everybody in Washington says we
are paying down the debt, we are bor-
rowing from Social Security; that is
why the Social Security debt gets big-
ger.

Mr. Speaker, we are using those dol-
lars borrowed from the Social Security
trust fund to pay down the Wall Street
debt, so the net total debt, subject to
the debt limit, the total debt of this
country that we are passing on to our
kids continues to go up.

Let us be honest about it. Let us try
to achieve a real balanced budget, and
that means the total debt of this coun-
try does not continue to rise.

REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP CON-
TINUES TO STALL ATTEMPTS TO
PASS MEASURES HELPING MID-
DLE CLASS FAMILIES

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last
year the Republican majority failed to
act on the basic issues facing hard
working Americans. Time and time
again, they sided with special interests
over the public interest.

Today, the Republican leadership
continues to stall attempts to pass
measures that would help middle class
families such as saving Social Security
and Medicare, improving our public
schools and passing real HMO reform.

The American public wants to pro-
tect Social Security and Medicare
first. We should also be paying down
the debt, instead of giving tax breaks
to the top 5 percent. We need to pass a
real Patients’ Bill of Rights that lets
doctors and patients make medical de-
cisions, not HMO bureaucrats. And we
need to provide a prescription drug
benefit for all seniors. These should be
our top priorities.

The Republican leadership needs to
put the public’s interest ahead of the
special interests. Our families and our
communities deserve a Congress that
fights for them. We need the oppor-
tunity to address the real needs of the
American people.

BIENNIAL BUDGET
WOULD ELIMINATE
YEAR GRIDLOCK

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | sup-
port the biennial budget process. That
is that we should have: The budget
process every 2 years and not every
year. | have a bill, H.R. 493, to provide
such a process. Senator DOMENICI, in
the Senate, has a companion bill.

Why is this an improvement over the
current process? | believe that by
adopting such a measure we would re-
move all this political in-fighting par-
tisanship every year, plus all the pork
barreling that occurs so often.

What | would like to see is that in
the first session we pass the first 13 ap-
propriations bills, then in the second
session we do oversight to find out
what has happened with all this legis-
lation that we passed. Is it working?
The second session could also be re-
served for looking at the emergency
spending.

I think the current process is very
partisan and we should remove it. So
please support H.R. 493, the biennial
budget process.

PROCESS
ELECTION

CONGRESS SHOULD PUT ITS
FINANCIAL HOUSE IN ORDER

(Mr. MOORE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, it is time
we put our financial House in order. We
have the opportunity for the first time
in a generation to do the right thing
for ourselves, for our country, and for
future generations.
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We must begin to conduct our finan-
cial affairs in this country the way
families across America have for years
and years. For years they have ob-
served three very simple but unspoken
rules: Number one, do not spend more
money than is made. Number two, pay
off debts. And number three, take care
of basics.

The basics for our country, Mr.
Speaker, are Social Security, Medi-
care, national defense, and a number of
other things that we could all talk
about here.

Our willingness to do the right thing
now will pay tremendous dividends to
us now and to our children and grand-
children in the future in terms of lower
interest rates, and in terms of $243 bil-
lion that we paid in 1998 as interest on
the national debt.

If we do this now, Mr. Speaker, we
will do a tremendous thing for our
country, and | ask all of my colleagues
in Congress to join with me in an effort
to begin the debate to pay down our
national debt.

DO AWAY WITH MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, over the
last several years many of us have
asked a very fundamental question,
and that is, is it right, is it fair that
under our Tax Code if individuals get
married they pay higher taxes than if
they stay single? Is it right, is it fair
that under our Tax Code that 28 mil-
lion married working couples pay on
average $1,400 more in higher taxes just
because they are married?

Well, this House, under the leader-
ship of the Speaker, is going to do
something about that. Today, the
House Committee on Ways and Means
is going to have committee action on
H.R. 6, legislation which will wipe out
the marriage tax penalty for the vast
majority of those who suffer it, pro-
viding marriage tax relief for 28 mil-
lion married working couples; couples
such as Shad and Michelle Hallihan,
two public school teachers from Joliet,
Ilinois, who suffer the marriage tax
penalty just because they are married.

Now, their marriage tax penalty is
about $1,000, just below average. But
Michelle Hallihan told me, she said,
“Tell your friends in Washington that
the marriage tax penalty is real money
for real people.”” That thousand dollar
marriage tax penalty that Shad and
Michelle suffer, they just had a baby,
and she pointed out that that $1,000
would purchase for her and her hus-
band and her child 3,000 diapers.

Let us eliminate the marriage tax
penalty. I am pleased a dozen Demo-
crats have finally joined with us. We
are going to make a bipartisan effort
and wipe out the marriage tax penalty.
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NEW DEMOCRATIC BUDGET

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, last
week the Congressional Budget Office
released its latest estimates for the
budget surplus. The CBO laid out three
different on-budget surplus estimates
ranging from $800 billion to $1.9 tril-
lion.

Depending on the actions of this Con-
gress, we can use the surplus wisely or
it can be unwisely spent, without pay-
ing off the debt, shoring up Social Se-
curity, or funding desperately needed
programs, such as providing prescrip-
tion drug coverage for Medicare recipi-
ents and school construction and mod-
ernization of our schools.

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that
that we pay down the national debt. |
fully support the President’s goals
stated in his State of the Union Ad-
dress to eliminate public debt by 2013.

As has been indicated, this Congress,
and implied by my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, the Republican
leadership will not adhere to the spend-
ing caps in the fiscal year 2001 budget.
For this reason, it is imperative that
we use the surplus to ensure the long-
term solvency of Social Security and
pay off the national debt.

Once we have done this, we can then
use the remaining surplus and the
money saved in interest payments on
our debt to enact a voluntary prescrip-
tion drug plan so that seniors do not
have to choose between food and medi-
cation. We can help our crumbling
schools and build new classrooms to re-
lieve a system bursting at its systems.
And, yes, we can even give targeted tax
cuts to help hard working American
families make ends meet.

ELIMINATE THE MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 20
years ago my wife, Libby, and | walked
down the aisle. And we were lucky, we
had a lot of family and friends there,
who showered us with gifts. My wife
seemed to have written thank you
notes for a month or two afterwards
trying to catch up.

Now, we got married in October.
Well, come April we got a little notice
from Uncle Sam. It was not a wedding
gift, though. It was the marriage tax
penalty. Because we decided not to live
with each other; because we decided to
get married, we had to pay more
money. And just like Michelle and
Shad Hallihan in Joliet, Illinois, we in
Savannah, Georgia, had to pay extra.

Now, as the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) said, Michelle is preg-
nant. She is going to have a baby.
Uncle Sam is going to take away about
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$1,000 worth of diapers because of the
marriage tax penalty. But they will
also be having to buy diaper changing
tables and cribs and all kinds of other
things, such as car seats and so forth.
Why? Because they are doing the right
thing. Because they are making a life-
time commitment.

Because they are going to become
property taxpayers, to send their Kids
to the schools, they are going to con-
tribute to the United Way and to all
the charities and the churches, for that
Uncle Sam is penalizing them. Com-
mon sense says we need marriage tax
relief. It is a good bill. I hope that we
can pass it soon.

WHEN AND HOW MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY IS ELIMINATED IS IM-
PORTANT

(Mr. MINGE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, it appears
that the debate of the day is over the
marriage tax penalty, and we have had
a very attractive picture of a young
couple at their wedding and an indica-
tion of what it costs that young couple.
I do not think there is any real dis-
agreement in this body over the impor-
tance of eliminating the marriage tax
penalty. The real question is when do
we do it and how do we do it.

There have been estimates circu-
lating in Washington that the plan
that the Republican leadership will be
trotting out this week will cost three
times as much as would be necessary to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty if
it were limited to moderate income
taxpayers, such as the couple whose
picture we have seen.

Also, there is a great deal of concern
as to how we avoid simply being caught
up in the enthusiasm of doing some-
thing by Valentine’s Day. Well, for one
thing, we ought to at least be adopting
a budget in this body on a timely basis
and making sure that our elimination
of the marriage tax penalty fits into
the budget that we are dealing with.

So, Mr. Speaker, | think that we
would do well to admonish ourselves to
proceed in a very deliberate fashion, to
consider the alternatives, and to make
sure that by the time we are done we
are proud of our product and we are
proud of our process.
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MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

(Mr. MORAN of Virginia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, the problem is there is no surplus.
Even though CBO has projected a $1.9
trillion surplus over the next 10 years,
they made false assumptions in coming
up with that surplus.

For example, if we project the cur-
rent level of appropriations and only
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increase by the rate of inflation, not
assuming population changes or any
attempt to improve quality of life of
the American people, then more than a
trillion dollars is going to be used up in
meeting just the need to increase by
inflation. It does not assume that we
will sustain any of the tax extenders.

Obviously, we are going to do that. It
does not assume that we will fix the al-
ternative minimum tax. If we do not do
that by 2009, we are going to have more
than 15 million people paying the alter-
native minimum taxes. It is going to
reach down to people with incomes
below $50,000 a year. That has to be
fixed.

It is going to cost as much as $230 bil-
lion just to sustain the kind of rational
tax cuts that are necessary. We want
the marriage penalty fixed but not
when half of the people that are bene-
fited are now getting a marriage bonus.
Because they get married, they pay
less taxes. Half of the money in today’s
bill that is being marked up would go
to those families. That is not of the
best use of our resources.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2005, WORKPLACE GOODS
JOB GROWTH AND COMPETITIVE-
NESS ACT OF 1999

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
the direction of the Committee on
Rules, | call up House Resolution 412
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 412

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2005) to estab-
lish a statute of repose for durable goods
used in a trade or business. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on the Judici-
ary. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill. The committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. No amendment
to the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute shall be in order except those
printed in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
8 of rule XVIII and except pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate. Each
amendment so printed may be offered only
by the Member who caused it to be printed
or his designee and shall be considered as
read. The Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may: (1) postpone until a time during
further consideration in the Committee of
the Whole a request for a recorded vote on
any amendment; and (2) reduce to five min-
utes the minimum time for electronic voting
on any postponed question that follows an-
other electronic vote without intervening
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business, provided that the minimum time
for electronic voting on the first in any se-
ries of questions shall be 15 minutes. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURR of North Carolina). The gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to my friend, the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER), pending which | yield my-
self such time as | may consume. All
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 412 is
a modified open rule providing for the
consideration of H.R. 2005, the Work-
place Goods Job Growth and Competi-
tiveness Act. The rule provides for one
hour of general debate, equally divided
between the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

After general debate, the bill will be
considered under an open amendment
process, during which any Member may
offer any germane amendment as long
as it is preprinted in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

And the minority will have an addi-
tional opportunity to change the bill
through the customary motion to re-
commit, with or without instructions.

So | think it is fair to say that this
rule encourages a full debate and ac-
commodates any Member who wants to
improve upon the underlying legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, this act is a bipartisan
bill that creates a uniform statute of
repose for durable goods. In layman’s
terms, that means that 18 years after a
product is sold, durable goods manufac-
turers will have some protection from
the liability for injury caused by use of
their products.

The thinking behind this legislation
is that if a product has been used safely
for a substantially long period of time,
it is not likely that it was defective
when it was originally purchased. If an
injury occurs after almost two decades
of use during which time the manufac-
turer had no control over the product,
it is more likely that the product was
either misused or not well maintained.
In such cases, it is unfair to hold the
manufacturer liable.

The encouraging news is that, in
most cases when manufacturers are
sued for injuries caused by old prod-
ucts, the manufacturer wins; but this
justice is not won without a price. The
costs of defending a case involving an
old product are more burdensome be-
cause establishing a strong defense
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may involve tracking down an em-
ployee who has long since retired, in-
deed may no longer be alive, digging up
old records, and recalling events that
occurred many, many years ago.

The time and money required to liti-
gate such cases divert resources that
could otherwise be spent on developing
innovation, increasing production, cre-
ating jobs, or providing benefits to em-
ployees.

H.R. 2005 strives for a balance by pro-
viding remedies for legitimate claims
and at the same time protecting manu-
facturers from the cost of unreasonable
and unnecessary litigation.

The bill is narrow in its application
of the liability protection it provides.
The death and personal injury section
of the bill is limited to those eligible
for Worker’s Compensation.

The bill also takes into account la-
tent injuries, which may not manifest
themselves for years, by exempting
cases where harm is caused by toxic
chemicals. Exemptions are also pro-
vided for cars, boats, aircraft, or pas-
senger trains.

Further, if a product is covered by a
warranty that exceeds 18 years, the bill
allows suits to be filed until the end of
the warranty period.

Establishing a national statute of
repose for durable goods is not a new
idea. Bills containing a national stat-
ute of repose have been considered by
every Congress for almost 2 decades.
And currently 19 States have statutes
of repose laws covering a variety of
products and ranging from 6 to 15
years.

But durable goods are often sold na-
tionally, which creates a disparity of
results for claimants and manufactur-
ers in different States. The provisions
of H.R. 2005 would preempt State law,
thereby extending the 18-year time
limitation for workers and States that
have statute of repose laws and cre-
ating a uniform law in the 30 States
that do not have these laws on the
books.

Statute of repose laws are not unique
to the United States. European and
Japanese manufacturers benefit from
statute of repose laws that provide a
competitive advantage in the amount
of time and resources they save, which
then can be used to grow their busi-
nesses and market their products.

These are many of the arguments in
favor of H.R. 2005. But this legislation
does not have its opponents. And while
the Committee on Rules did not hear
from the Members who have concerns
about this bill, the committee recog-
nizes that some disagree with the pro-
visions, which is why the rule allows
for a full debate and a limited number
of amendments.

So, Mr. Speaker, | would urge all of
my colleagues, regardless of their
views on H.R. 2005, to support this fair
and open rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as |1 may con-
sume.
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(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE) for yielding to me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | am a cosponsor of the
underlying bill, the Workplace Goods
Job Growth and Competitiveness Act,
H.R. 2005. This bill establishes a uni-
form nationwide 18-year time limit on
the civil liability of manufacturers of
durable goods, such as machine tools.

Under the measure, civil suits for
damages against durable goods manu-
facturers could be brought only within
18 years after the product enters the
stream of commerce. This is a common
sense reform proposal that would pro-
mote the competitiveness of American
manufacturers while simultaneously
protecting U.S. workers.

My district in Rochester, New York,
is a large manufacturing district. We
are the proud birthplace of a number of
Fortune 500 companies, such as East-
man Kodak, Xerox Corporation, Bausch
& Lomb, and Johnson & Johnson. In-
deed, we are the largest per capita ex-
porting city in the United States. This
region exports more than all but nine
States. We are among the top 10 ex-
porting areas in the entire country.

But the durable goods manufacturing
industry is subject to frequent product
liability lawsuits targeted against
products that are often decades old and
have been resold or modified without
the original manufacturer’s knowledge
or control. The potential liability in
these products is literally endless.

Wasting money on everyone but the
injured parties in these lawsuits is in-
efficient and does little good. In fact, it
hurts American workers, businesses,
and consumers. And our foreign com-
petitors do not have the same risks and
costs as the United States manufactur-
ers.

The European Union and Japan both
have a 10-year statute of repose, so
they maintain a distinct cost advan-
tage from pricing products. And imple-
menting the 18-year limit would help
to even the playing field.

Moreover, the measure would not
harm workers on the ability to be just-
ly compensated in the event of injury.
In fact, the measure guarantees the
worker would be eligible for Worker’s
Compensation. The worker could also
have a cause of action for negligent
maintenance of the machine.

The bill provides a valid solution to a
problem facing durable goods manufac-
turers while ensuring the injured
claimants will recourse to benefits in
the Worker’s Compensation system. It
is a modest, targeted bill that deserve
Congress’ support.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing me the time.
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Mr. Speaker, we are going to hear a
lot of talk today about the details in
this bill. I would like to offer just a few
general thoughts.

It is important for us to recognize
that this bill will not cause injured
parties to go uncompensated. The bill
does not apply unless injured parties
are covered by Worker’s Compensation.
This bill does not override more pro-
tective, more generous express warran-
ties that these products might have.
And this bill is very limited in terms of
both the time period and the goods
that it covers.

What this bill does do, importantly,
is it separates out the least productive
portion of the cost, the price, of goods
and services in this country, the litiga-
tion-driven costs. It separates those
out and tries to get a handle on them.

The National Association of Manu-
facturing Technology says that one-
third of respondents say they have
been sued in these types of lawsuits,
suits against manufacturing equip-
ment; and while it is true that only
five percent of these claims actually
make it to trial, and of those that ac-
tually make it to trial, the vast major-
ity result in favor of the manufacturer,
the fact that they have to constantly
defend these suits is a litigation-driven
cost, it is a litigation tax not borne by
these employers but borne by con-
sumers because it raises the cost of all
of their products.

And unless we create a national
standard, those manufacturers who
have to deal with a multitude of States
also have to follow a multitude of li-
ability provisions, increasing their
costs.

So this is a tax on every good and
service. It makes our goods less com-
petitive worldwide. As my colleagues
have already heard, the European
Union and Japan have a more limited
statute of repose. This is a tax, a drag
on the economy. It costs us jobs.

I would urge all of my colleagues to
support not only this very reasonable
rule but also the underlying bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing, and | rise in support of this rule
and the legislation it deals with.
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This bill before us today is about
helping create American jobs. | rep-
resent the town of VVero Beach, Florida,
the home of Piper Aircraft. Let me
share with my colleagues what has
happened to this company and their
employees over the past 15 years. In
1988, Piper had about 3,000 employees
and produced more than 500 aircraft
per year. Just 3 years later, in July of
1991, Piper Aircraft was forced into
Chapter 11 bankruptcy and the work-
force had declined from 3,000 to 400.

What happened? Why did 2,600 Ameri-
cans lose their jobs? Yes, 2,600 Ameri-
cans lost their jobs. They lost their
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jobs because of excessive lawsuits. The
courts held Piper liable for every air-
craft that they had produced since 1937.
Piper may not have seen an aircraft
since it was sold and left their facility
since 1940, yet they were being held lia-
ble in courts, even if the plane had
been significantly altered or had been
poorly maintenanced for 50 years. This
was wrong. Yet it was happening.

Piper could not purchase liability in-
surance. No one would insure that kind
of liability. Piper had to pay for law-
suits and settlements out of their own
pocket. This led to their having to file
Chapter 11 bankruptcy and the loss of
jobs to more than 2,600 Americans.

Around this same time, a French air-
plane manufacturer made significant
gains in providing aircraft to the U.S.
market. Aerospatiale gained a signifi-
cant share of the U.S. market because
U.S. manufacturers of small aircraft
had been forced into bankruptcy. Our
liability laws had resulted in the de-
struction of jobs here in the U.S. and
the creation of jobs in France. | believe
our business in Congress should be to
create U.S. jobs, not jobs for foreign
competitors.

In 1994, the Congress passed legisla-
tion limiting liability to 18 years for
aircraft produced in the United States.
What has this done for Piper Aircraft?
These liability limitations have re-
sulted in the creation of over 1,000 jobs
in Vero Beach, Florida. Today, 5 years
after Congress passed that liability
limitation, Piper now employs 1,500
people; and | believe they will continue
to grow in the years ahead. This year,
Piper will again produce 500 aircraft,
four times what they had produced 5
years ago.

Liability reform creates jobs. Do we
want to create more jobs here in Amer-
ica by establishing reasonable liability
limits? H.R. 2005 will do this for the
rest of American industries like the re-
forms that were passed in 1994 and have
worked so well. If Members want to
create more jobs here in the United
States, support this rule and support
the underlying bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

In closing, | would just repeat that
this is a modified open rule which only
limits amendments through a
preprinting requirement that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER)
announced last Thursday. All of the
Members who wish to participate in de-
bate or offer thoughtful amendments
may do so under this process. | urge
support for this fair rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
insert extraneous material into the
RECORD on H.R. 2005, the legislation
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURR of North Carolina). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

WORKPLACE GOODS JOB GROWTH
AND COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF
1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 412 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2005.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) as Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole,
and requests the gentleman from New
York (Mr. QUINN) to assume the chair
temporarily.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2005) to
establish a statute of repose for dura-
ble goods used in a trade or business,
with Mr. QUINN, Chairman pro tempore,
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the bill is considered as
having been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I would first like to thank the bipar-
tisan cosponsors of this bill, the gentle-
woman (Ms. KAPTUR), a Democrat; the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS),
a Republican; and the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), an-
other Democrat, for their strong sup-
port of this bill.

Our bill, the Workplace Goods Job
Growth and Competitiveness Act of
1999 is a straightforward, commonsense
product liability reform measure that
limits frivolous lawsuits while ensur-
ing that no injured party ever goes un-
compensated. This modest proposal is
critically needed to encourage eco-
nomic growth, maintain the competi-
tiveness of American durable good
manufacturers and keep U.S. manufac-
turing jobs from moving overseas.

I hope that today we can engage in
an honest and principled debate over
this very important issue. However, |
should warn my colleagues that oppo-
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nents of this bill may, and | want to
emphasize may, try to cloud the debate
with anecdotes that do not hold up
under closer scrutiny.

In the Committee on the Judiciary,
for example, we heard opponents allude
to various cases to make their points,
but they did not tell us all the facts. In
one case, they did not tell us that as
the technology improved, the company
developed a new safety device and
began to retrofit their products. They
did not tell us that the company sent
out 13 notices to past purchasers to in-
form them of the new safety tech-
nology. They did not tell us that the
printing press in question was 20 years
old or had been resold five times and
that the current owner, a leasing com-
pany, did not make the safety repairs.
They did not tell us that the company
leasing the machine deliberately al-
tered the press and removed other safe-
ty guards. And they certainly did not
mention that the employee who was in-
jured was injured when he deliberately
and inexplicably reached into the mov-
ing printing press.

So | ask that Members consider this
bill on its merits and not be swayed by
unreliable stories from those who con-
tinue to support frivolous lawsuits,
lawsuits that are devastating to small
business owners, devastating to their
employees, and ultimately very expen-
sive to consumers and to taxpayers.

Our bipartisan bill would help rem-
edy this problem by recognizing that
after a reasonable length of time, 18
years, manufacturers should not bear
the burden of capricious litigation over
products that have functioned safely
for many, many years. It is essentially
a statute of limitations past which a
company cannot be sued for an injury
caused by an overage product.

However, unlike a statute of limita-
tions, a statute of repose measures the
time available to file a claim for per-
sonal or property injuries from the
date of the initial sale of the capital
equipment. This limitation would not
apply in any case where the injured
party is not eligible to receive workers’
compensation, ensuring that all em-
ployees retain the ability to seek com-
pensation. | want to emphasize that,
that if workers’ comp does not cover
the employee, this statute has abso-
lutely no effect at all, so we are not
jeopardizing anybody’s right to recover
here.

This is a reasonable proposal, based
in part on the General Aviation Revi-
talization Act of 1994 which created a
similar 18-year statute of repose for the
general aviation industry. The General
Aviation Revitalization Act over-
whelmingly passed Congress and was
signed by the President. It is now the
law of the land. It is also important to
note that 19 States have already en-
acted some form of a statute of repose,
all of them shorter than 18 years. Our
bill will create a uniform standard that
will discourage forum shopping by cre-
ative trial lawyers.

Mr. Chairman, even though manufac-
turers of durable goods are targeted as
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deep pockets, the vast majority of
these product liability cases never ac-
tually go to trial or are won by the de-
fendant manufacturers. However, these
suits result in extremely high costs for
small businesses and for their employ-
ees, with most of the money going to
trial lawyers and expenses, not to the
injured plaintiffs.

These suits involve decades-old
equipment, once considered state of the
art, which has been modified without
the original manufacturer’s knowledge
or products that are not even being
used for their intended purchase often-
times. Obviously, lawsuits related to
these overage products, some of which
have been out of control of the original
manufacturer for 20, 50 or even 100
years, can be endless. They are unfair.

| ask my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to join us in our efforts to
help small businesses and workers and
consumers and taxpayers by supporting
the Workplace Goods Job Growth and
Competitiveness Act which is a com-
monsense reform measure that ensures
compensation for all employees while
seeking to end frivolous lawsuits.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to ob-
serve that the danger of the legislation
before us is that it would cut off the
right of workers to hold wrongdoers ac-
countable when they are injured by a
defective product that is more than 18
years old, regardless of how long the
product was built to last and regardless
of whether or not the potential plain-
tiff has suffered an injury yet.

So while this bill is a dangerous piece
of tort reform, the most egregious as-
pect of this measure is that it singles
out American workers injured or killed
on the job and prevents them from re-
covering damages from manufacturers
of the defective workplace machinery.
How can we start off the 21st century
in the United States of America under
such prosperous circumstances by the
first thing we handle out of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in the year
2000 is a measure to further limit the
right of recovery of workers injured by
defective products that may be more
than 18 years old?

| suggest this is a return to the mid-
dle ages. We are turning the clock back
rather than moving into the new cen-
tury. The measure that we are dis-
cussing today is inherently unfair to
American workers, because under this
measure they would only have access
to their State workers’ compensation
system which typically only allows for
lost wages and medical expenses. But if
an innocent bystander, who happens to
be nearby and is injured by the same
piece of machinery under the same cir-
cumstance as the worker, the by-
stander can sue for lost damages for
medical expenses, for future lost wages
and for pain and suffering, loss of limb
and permanent disfigurement.

What we are creating is a measure
that the bystander can receive full
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compensation while the worker’s re-
covery can be drastically limited. Are
we seriously about to do that here
today in the House of Representatives?
This is why the working families are
currently permitted under State law to
sue the responsible third party, the
manufacturer, and under the measure
before us this bill cuts off that right.

And so the bill is unfair to workers,
but it is also unfair to employers. Here
we get both the employees and the em-
ployers. The employers will suffer how?
First, they will not be able to recover
for any property damage they suffer
when older equipment fails and dam-
ages the workplace.

Secondly, the employers would no
longer be able to recover the funds paid
to an injured employee through work-
ers’ compensation. Currently, employ-
ers can recover these workers’ com-
pensation payments for many damages
awarded employees in court.
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Now, the bill also raises concerns
that deal with the issue of Federalism.
This measure may run afoul of the
commerce clause limiting congres-
sional authority to the regulation of
interstate commerce and the 10th
Amendment, which reserves all of the
enumerated powers to the States.

So here we have before us a measure,
the first out of the Committee on the
Judiciary in the year 2000, a measure
that takes away the rights of working
families, the rights of their employers,
and the rights of States all at once. Is
there any surprise that the labor move-
ment in the United States opposes the
measure? The AFL-CIO, the United
Auto Workers, the Communication
Workers, the Machinists, the Team-
sters all oppose this measure, and it is
very significant that the White House
has issued an advisory that suggests
that the President will veto this meas-
ure.

Now, the measure before us is not
about growth or competitiveness; it is
about limiting in a mean-spirited way
the rights of American workers and
their employers in a very important
area. So | hope that as the Members of
the House listen to this debate, that
they will join with those of us who
have vowed to oppose it and to vote
against it.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT), a
senior member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the ranking member for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to oppose H.R.
2005 because it establishes a partial
statute of repose. | say ‘‘partial”’ be-
cause it only applies to suits brought
by employees. Supposedly they are cov-
ered by Worker’s Compensation, but
Worker’s Compensation only covers 40
percent. Anyone else injured, Kkilled or
maimed by defective products can get
full recovery. This partial statute of
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repose only applies to employees; and
is, therefore, a mean-spirited applica-
tion, just hurting the employees and
nobody else.

Now, the statute of repose is gen-
erally a bad idea because it gives a dis-
incentive to manufacturers to make
sure that their products are safe, and
when they find out those products are
not safe, they have a disincentive in re-
pairing them. If you are late in this
time period, say 17 years, you are bet-
ter off just running out the clock, just
letting the time run, because you know
that you will not have the responsi-
bility after 18 years. If you try to fix it,
then you find the situation where the
18-year clock starts all over again, and
therefore there is a disincentive to
come and fix dangerous materials and
let people know and recall the goods so
that the workers will be protected.

But this is just another mean-spir-
ited attempt to deny opportunities for
workers, and applies the statute of
repose so that those employees who are
killed or maimed will not be able to
get full recovery.

It is for that reason, Mr. Chairman,
that | would hope that we would defeat
this bill, and let the law stand as it is.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KuciNnicH), who has worked on
labor issues and is the former mayor of
the largest city in Ohio.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in defense of
workers and in defense of injured work-
ers. | rise in strong opposition to H.R.
2005. With its title it implies job
growth or encouragement of competi-
tiveness. The bill instead deprives
Americans of their rights when they
are at work.

H.R. 2005 is a radical change from
current law. It turns all American
workers into second-class citizens.
Under this bill, if you are working
when you are injured by a defective
piece of equipment, you can no longer
seek compensation for your pain and
suffering, loss of limb or loss of life.

This bill actually bars injured work-
ers from being fully compensated for
injuries caused by a manufacturer’s de-
fective product after an 18-year period.

H.R. 2005 takes away rights of work-
ers when they are on the job. It dis-
criminates against workers and their
families by depriving them of the right
to remedies granted to all other citi-
zens under State law. This bill could be
called the “Workers’ Right to a Safe
Workplace Repeal Act.”

Everyone here knows, or ought to
know, that intrusion into the avail-
ability of State tort remedies is grossly
inappropriate absent compelling evi-
dence that the manufacturers need this
bill’s special protections. This bill fails
to demonstrate legally why manufac-
turers should receive privileges out-
weighing current law that entitles
workers to be fully compensated for
their injuries.
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This bill also fails morally in at-
tempting to deprive injured workers of
just recourse due to faulty equipment.
If after 18 years a manufacturer is still
making money from the use of old
equipment, then the manufacturer
should be held liable for injuries to
workers using the equipment. If a man-
ufacturer gets a benefit, they should
also pay when workers are hurt.

The bill’s sponsors have failed to
identify a liability crisis or widespread
pattern of abuse of costs associated
with defending product liability cases.
In fact, according to their own 1998
product liability survey, only six prod-
uct liability cases went to trial, and in
only one case did the jury find for the
plaintiff.

U.S. manufacturers do not need H.R.
2005 to be competitive. What they do
need is enforcement of our trade laws
that prevent dumping, something that
I have been on this floor on their behalf
for, and they need laws that ban the
import of products made by child and
prison labor, something | also support.

In conclusion, there is virtually no
reason to believe that H.R. 2005 will
benefit manufacturers to the extent
that would be worth depriving Amer-
ican workers of their rights and of
their ability to be fully compensated
under existing State laws.

| strongly urge my colleagues to vote
no on H.R. 2005.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the ranking member for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, there is one point that
| think needs to be made, and it can be
made very briefly, and that is when
you deny the employee the right to re-
cover, if the Worker’s Compensation
had been paid by the employer and
there is a recovery from the manufac-
turer of the dangerous product, the em-
ployer gets his Worker’s Compensation
back. So we are shifting the burden of
the loss from the employee, who would
get full recovery, and the employer,
who would get his Worker’s Compensa-
tion back, and the entire benefit of this
goes to the manufacturer of the dan-
gerous product, who could have in fact
known of the danger, but because of
this legislation did not bother to tell
anybody that there was a fix that was
needed.

This not only hurts the employee,
but it also hurts the employer, and the
bill should be defeated.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, although today the
sun is shiny and bright outside, it is a
rainy, dreary day for American work-
ers. We have left workers out to dry
while the umbrellas of safety and sell-
er-manufacturer responsibility have
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been folded. American workers, whose
productivity make for the great part of
our economic growth, deserve better.

Mr. Chairman, | am opposed to H.R.
2005 for many reasons. First, it does
not adequately protect injured work-
ers. Second, it provides more protec-
tion for machines than people. Third,
this bill hurts small businesses, as well
as employees.

Mr. Chairman, the heart of this de-
bate is not about frivolous lawsuits. We
all stand opposed to frivolous lawsuits.
| personally stood opposed to frivolous
lawsuits as an attorney, judge, and
county prosecutor. Really, as | stand
here on the floor in Congress, | want to
stand up on behalf of trial lawyers, be-
cause trial lawyers are the people who
work on behalf of the injured and the
sick and the lame. We all recognize and
realize that frivolous lawsuits are ex-
tremely costly and burdens our legal
and judicial system. H.R. 2005 is not
about frivolous lawsuits; it is about re-
sponsibility.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2005 is misguided
and misplaced. We have State laws
that work. Sellers and manufacturers
have a duty to ensure equipment or de-
fective products under their care are
safe. This duty is not an extreme one.
It is the part of the trade-off between
workers and producers.

Mr. Chairman, | submit that H.R.
2005 is truly about manufacturers and
sellers not taking responsibility. Basi-
cally, manufacturers and sellers are ab-
dicating their responsibility for their
equipment under this rule.

Mr. Chairman, is it not ironic that in
these same hallowed chambers we often
speak of civic responsibility, family re-
sponsibility, and financial responsi-
bility; but yet today we stand muted to
the basic responsibility owed to the
workers of America.

This bill will allow some manufactur-
ers to escape responsibility for allow-
ing dangerously defective products in
the workplace. We cannot stand idly by
and allow injured workers and their
families to suffer this fate.

Workers’ rights are cut off if they are
injured by a defective product that is
more than 18 years old, regardless of
how long the product was built to last,
its useful life. Working people are sin-
gled out. They stand to lose rights
while their employers gain rights deal-
ing with the same defective product.

H.R. 2005 is also devastating to small
business. As a member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business, we must re-
alize that this bill eliminates the
rights of business owners. This legisla-
tion extinguishes a business owner’s
right to hold the manufacturer of a de-
fective workplace product responsible
for the property losses the products
caused or the business’s Worker’s Com-
pensation deductible.

Damage to property arising out of
the accident is cut off. Who then will
pay to renovate or refurbish property?

In closing, Mr. Chairman, just imag-
ine the countless factory workers and
American citizens who use industrial
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machinery and construction tools in-
jured at work or at home from defec-
tive products which may be 18 years
old or older. | represent the 11th Con-
gressional District of Ohio, a district
filled with both manufacturers and
workers. We cannot turn a deaf ear on
workers who keep this Nation strong.

I want it said that | am not anti-
manufacturer; but | also believe, as my
parents often told me, it is better to be
safe than sorry. Let us be safe for
American workers.

In closing, our society, traditionally
the number 18 symbolized a greater de-
gree of freedom. At 18, many young
people receive their driver’s license; at
18, young people register to vote; at 18,
young persons receive a greater degree
of freedom in and around their homes.

However, H.R. 2005 takes the number
18 and snatches freedom, limits rights
of injured workers and does not even
allow employers to recover for prop-
erty damage by older equipment.

Mr. Chairman, | remember 18, and it
was a time of bad decision making and
risk taking. H.R. 2005, with this statute
of repose of 18 years, is a bad decision.
It is bad for workers, it is bad for
America. | wholeheartedly oppose H.R.
2005.
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Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GEKAS).

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT)
for yielding the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
proposition that we ought to be defin-
ing a statute of repose and ought to
bring about an enactment of an end to
litigation wherever we can, always
keeping in mind the rights of the pur-
suant of rights, the litigants, the plain-
tiffs, et cetera.

The statute of limitations and the
statute of repose have come down to us
here in our time from well-developed
and historic beginnings both in Eng-
land and later in American law. It says
in pure language there comes a time
when no longer is it feasible, nor does
it do a societal good, to allow litiga-
tion to occur.

The statute of limitations is one
where we know that after 2 years or 4
years or 6 years, whatever the par-
ticular issue might require, there
comes an end to the litigation. Yet we
still hear people saying, well, why can
we not open it to somebody who was
injured after 2 years or had a contract
dispute after 6 years? Why can we not
open it?

The courts have time and time again
said, the end of litigation is just as im-
portant to our society as is the begin-
ning of legislation and litigation. So
just as it is a right for everyone to sue
and to gain benefits, there is a con-
comitant right in people to resist that
right when it becomes too ancient in
time, too removed from the evidence
that prompted the suit, to allow a soci-
etal good to emerge.
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So that is why the statute of limita-
tions and the statute of repose are a
part of the body of law. There has to
come a time for the good of the entire
civilized world of law for an end to liti-
gation in a particular field.

For that reason, | support the effort
of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) to bring about this sensible
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of
H.R. 2005, the Workplace Goods, Jobs
Growth, and Competitiveness Act. This legisla-
tion would create a national statute of repose
for 18 years, providing American manufactur-
ers with much needed protection.

This legislation is simple, and | commend
my colleague from Ohio for his common-sense
approach to this problem.

Although older machines may appear old,
obsolete and inefficient when compared to
modern manufacturing processes, they often
represented state-of-the-art technology at the
time they were sold. For example, | ask my
colleagues, particularly those who question the
wisdom of this legislation, to take a walk
through the Smithsonian’'s Museum of Amer-
ican History, and look at the older manufac-
turing machines. Although many of the ma-
chines in the exhibit look like they belong in a
museum, rather than still in use, they may
have been considered modern miracles when
compared to the technology of the time—and
those are, in many cases, precisely the ma-
chines that we are talking about in this legisla-
tion. We are not talking about state-of-the-art,
modern miracles of science and technology,
but machines that may have been developed
and manufactured in the 1940's, 50’s and
60’s, or even prior to that. These machines
have operated for years without any problems,
and yet opponents of this legislation would
propose that they be held to today’s manufac-
turing standards. This is unrealistic and expen-
sive and blatantly unfair.

This legislation would give the manufactur-
ers of those older machines protection from
product liability suits based on the theory that
there was a defect in the machine. If a ma-
chine has worked flawlessly for over 18 years,
it should be presumed that the machine is
safe and free of defects, and therefore the
manufacturer should be shielded from product
liability claims.

| would also like to take a moment to speak
in opposition to an amendment that may be
offered later today by my colleague from Ne-
braska, Mr. TERRY.

Mr. TERRY’s amendment unfortunately would
substantially weaken the underlying legislation.
What this legislation seeks to accomplish—
i.e., protect manufacturers from suits over
older machines, would be stripped by this
amendment. If enacted, this amendment
would require defendants to litigate not only
what the definition of “state of the art” for any
particular product is, but would result in exten-
sive discovery over what was and is the state
of the art, increasing legal fees, costs, and
time wasted in defending this type of suit.
Thus, rather than protecting small businesses
from frivolous suits, this amendment would ex-
pand the number of these types of suits.

| hope that my colleagues will join me in
supporting this fair, common-sense reform to
help ensure America’s competitiveness, here
and abroad.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.
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Mr. Chairman, | have been very
touched by the notion of my friend, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GEKAS), that we need the time to cut
off litigation is very important. But
should we cut off the litigation of an
injured employee who is the victim of a
defective product that was supposed to
last far longer than 18 years, because
today we have a bill on the floor that
says 18 years will be the limit and after
that one is on their own?

| say no. | say that we do not cut off
the right of a person to sue under those
circumstances. In many other cases, |
would be inclined to agree with my col-
league from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary about the time that we need to
cut off and limit litigation, but not
here.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms.
HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition of H.R. 2005.
Regardless of what we are being told
today, this legislation will not help
people back in Oregon or anywhere else
in the United States find safer or bet-
ter paying jobs. We have worker safety
laws to ensure that people are not ex-
posed to dangerous machinery at their
place of employment; and, frankly,
whether this equipment was bought
last week or during World War 1l it
should be up to our State government,
not Congress, to decide what is best for
their citizens and to regulate the stat-
ute of limitations as they pertain to in-
dustrial machinery.

Mr. Chairman, in Oregon we already
have workplace product liability laws
and statutes of repose for durable
goods in the workplace and they have
done a terrific job in protecting the
millions of people in my State that
work with their hands for a living.

So with that in mind, | will oppose
this legislation and urge my colleagues
to join me in saying that it is okay for
our State governments to run their
own affairs, not Congress telling them
what to do.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
ROGAN).

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT)
not just for yielding to me but for his
leadership on this important legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2005 is designed
to free manufacturers from unneces-
sary legal costs and litigation costs
and to enhance America’s manufac-
turing competitiveness around the
world. This bill will accomplish these
goals by Ilimiting product liability
suits against durable good manufactur-
ers after 18 years.

Faced with the threat of potential
lawsuits, many innocent manufactur-
ers settle these suits rather than face
the expense and uncertainty associated
with protracted litigation that could
be decades old. The cost to our society
in the forms of higher prices on prod-
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ucts, the flight of American manufac-
turers abroad and higher insurance
rates, are already too high to American
workers. No longer should lawyers and
their clients be able to make a quick
buck on the back of hard working peo-
ple.

This bill also will help promote com-
petitiveness in the American manufac-
turing market, creating more jobs for
skilled American workers. Currently,
American durable good manufacturers
are liable indefinitely for products
they sell to the public. Japanese and
European durable good manufacturers
operate under a 10-year statute of
repose in their home markets. This
shorter period of exposure to litigation
decreases their operating costs.

Finally, this bill will protect the
safety of American workers, and the
public, should injuries occur as a result
of defective products. This bill only
will apply if a claimant receives work-
er’s compensation. If a claimant is not
covered by worker’s compensation, he
can sue the manufacturer of a durable
good under existing law. This bill en-
sures that claimants will absolutely be
able to recover for their lost income
and medical costs.

This is a good bill for American
workers. It is a good bill for our econ-
omy. It is a good bill for our national
competitiveness, and | want to thank
my colleague again for his leadership
on this measure.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, what
better way to begin this Congress in
the new millennium, when we have a
leadership here in the House that is en-
gaged in a perpetual debate, should the
Congress do nothing or should the Con-
gress do just a little?

With plans for doing so little, per-
haps absolutely nothing for the typical
American working family, it should
come as no surprise that one of the
first pieces of legislation, indeed the
first piece of major legislation, that
this House would take up in the new
millennium is one that says the House
is not going to do anything for working
people; and we want to be sure that an-
other branch of government cannot do
anything for working people either.

We want to say to the judge and jury
across America that has the audacity
to suggest that just because a product
is old a manufacturer ought to be re-
sponsible for the harm done by a defect
in that product, no, let us throw that
out and let us substitute the views of a
do-nothing House to totally insulate
from any accountability, any sense of
personal responsibility, that manufac-
turer for the damage that is done.

They say that 18 years is the cutoff.
I do not know why it should be 18 years
and why they do not lower it to 6. We
have had Republicans in charge of this
House for 6 years. That seems intermi-
nable to some of us, and though it is
soon going to come to an end they have
pulled 18 out of the air.
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Currently, a judge and a jury can
consider as a part of determining
whether a product is defective how old
the product is. They apply the standard
of knowledge that was available when
the product was manufactured.

Who are some of the people that are
going to be impacted by the decision
today? They are going to be the deliv-
ery person who just happens to be
walking through the manufacturing
setting at the time the product blows
up, no right of recovery under this bill.
They are going to be the repair person
who happens to be there repairing an-
other piece of equipment and when a
fire begins as a result of a defective
product, no right of recovery.

It is wrong and this legislation
should be rejected.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR).

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) for his leadership on this very
important, commonsense issue that is
currently before the House today.

Despite the immediate preceding re-
marks by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT), in an effort to throw
out all of the little partisan slogans
that their polsters and focus groups
tell them to use, this is not a partisan
issue. It is not even a political issue in
any sense of the word. It is a common-
sense issue that simply brings some ra-
tionality and uniformity to a problem
that is facing our courts all across this
land and facing manufacturers and
workers all across this land.

It is a very limited, very focused,
very directed piece of legislation that
has been very carefully crafted and
very thoroughly thought out by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and
others on the Committee on the Judici-
ary in particular who have looked at it.

Let us first start, Mr. Chairman, with
what this legislation does not do. It
does not take rights away from any-
body. It does not apply to all goods. It
does not void express warranties. It
does not take the ability of a worker
who is truly injured without recourse
away. It is not inconsistent with exist-
ing policies in some States. It simply,
though, brings uniformity within the
realm of Federal jurisdiction to all the
States.

Nobody is pulling anything out of
thin air, as the former speaker, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT),
indicated. The years that are contained
in this piece of legislation, 18 years, is
well established. It has precedent, and
it actually extends further than the
years that are provided for in some
nearly 20 States, | believe, Mr. Chair-
man, who already have statutes of
repose similar to this.

So in many respects, it is providing
additional relief, a longer period, with-
in which an action can be brought than
is established under the laws of all of
the different States that have ad-
dressed this.

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Chair-
man, this is a national problem. This is
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a problem that currently gives rise to
very lengthy, very costly, very unfair
litigation, without anything approach-
ing uniformity across the land for
products such as these that move in
interstate commerce, for example.

In our district, in Georgia, Mr. Chair-
man, as probably in almost every dis-
trict across the country, we have man-
ufacturing plants; and I, as | am sure
most if not all Members have done,
have toured those manufacturing
plants to shake hands with the work-
ers, to meet with management, to sim-
ply tour the physical plant and get a
better feel for the products produced
and the men and women who are pro-
ducing those products in their home
districts.

Much of the equipment in some of
those plants that | have visited is very
old. One can tell. These are magnifi-
cent pieces of machinery, but in many
instances they are very old pieces of
machinery. In many instances, one can
tell, even through the untrained eye,
that these pieces of manufacturing
equipment, these durable goods, have
been modified extensively over the
years. They have to be. In the course of
normal business, when a machine
breaks down, one fixes it, one modifies
it

To say that a piece of equipment that
might have been in this particular
plant or any number of plants but has
simply fortuitously wound up in one
particular plant that might have been
manufactured a hundred years ago or
75 or 80 years ago, and has been modi-
fied many, many times since then,
clearly and obviously unbeknownst to
the manufacturer of that product, to
now say that in all instances the man-
ufacturer of that product is liable for
all subsequent injuries, without any
limitation whatsoever, notwith-
standing the fact that they may have
no control and almost always have no
control over modifications to the ma-
chinery, is absolutely unfair.
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This legislation says nothing to limit
the liability of any person or company
that may modify that piece of equip-
ment, and through that modification
or through that misuse of the equip-
ment, cause injury and be liable for it.

So | think the starting point, Mr.
Chairman, for the debate and my urg-
ing our colleagues to vote for this piece
of legislation is to recognize, as | have
said and as the proponent has said,
what it does not do, and to focus, in-
stead, on the fundamental fairness, not
only to American workers and Amer-
ican businesses of this piece of legisla-
tion, but also the rationality that it
brings to our court system, and that it
is not at all inconsistent with existing
laws and existing procedures and public
policy.

So | commend the gentleman from
Ohio for thinking through this legisla-
tion, for working on it so diligently,
and for those Members who have spo-
ken out for it here today and in com-
mittee.
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I urge our colleagues to pass this
very, very limited, targeted, common-
sense, fair piece of legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. BECERRA), a former member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, |1
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, it is somewhat eerie
that just two days after the Alaska
Airlines disaster, where an MD-80 jet-
liner crashed and killed some 88 pas-
sengers, we are now talking about ab-
solving companies that manufacture
defective products of their liability for
those products.

California, January, 1995, Reginald
Gonzalez, 47 years of age, was oper-
ating a printing press designed and
manufactured in 1973, 22 years earlier,
by Heidelberg, Incorporated, when his
hand became caught in the rollers, re-
sulting in the traumatic amputation of
his arm at the shoulder.

Testimony during the trial revealed
that the company that manufactured
the product had added safeguards to
the printing press model in 1974 after it
had been manufactured initially, and
again in 1980, yet never took steps to
notify the prior owners of the ma-
chine’s dangerous defect.

It was also learned in 1995 that at
least eight other pressmen had their
arms amputated or crushed while oper-
ating those pre-1974 presses. A jury
found in favor of Mr. Gonzalez in the
amount of $4 million for the loss of his
ability to work.

North Dakota, 1983, Todd Hefta was
crushed to death while working for the
city of Williston. Hefta was standing
behind a 12-ton earth packer machine
when another worker started the pack-
er in gear. The packer, which was man-
ufactured in 1963, 20 years earlier, by
Ingraham Company, suddenly lunged
backward at a rapid rate of speed,
crushing Mr. Hefta.

In both of those cases, if this bill
were law, none of those individuals
would get any compensation whatso-
ever. They would be having to rely, if
they happened to have survived, on
workers compensation. In the case of
Mr. Hefta, who passed away, he is out
of luck.

If we pass this legislation today and
if it were signed by the President
today, any product manufactured prior
to February 2, 1982, would now be ab-
solved of any type of liability. That
means any earth-moving machine, any
assembly line machine that happens to
cause damage to the workplace and
certainly injury or death to the worker
would be allowed to go forward without
any type of liability. We cannot do
that. Let us not pass this legislation.
Vote against H.R. 2005.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
California referred to the Gonzalez
case. That particular case is an exam-
ple of why H.R. 2005 should be enacted.
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The Gonzalez case involved a manufac-
turer that designed, built, and mar-
keted the printing press in question in
1973 to the prevailing standards of the
time. The next year it retrofit subse-
quent printing presses with a guard
over the area that Mr. Gonzalez was in-
jured by, to comply with revisions in
German safety standards that required
all running nib points to be guarded.

Contrary to assertions that were
made, there had been no reported inju-
ries on the pre-1974 model when the
new barrier guard was added, and sev-
eral years later injuries were reported
on these models, and Heidelberg began
sending out a series of retrofit notices,
13 in total, between 1986 and 1993.

The printing press in question had
been resold five separate times, and it
was only by chance that the current
owner, which was a leasing company,
received the notice because they had
purchased a similar press from the
manufacturer in the 1970s.

The leasing company failed to ini-
tiate the repairs and did not forward
the warnings to its lessee, Mr. Gon-
zalez’s employer. Next, Mr. Gonzalez’s
employer deliberately altered the press
and removed or bypassed other factory-
installed guards. Mr. Gonzalez, the in-
jured claimant in that particular case
who had worked as a pressman oper-
ator for 26 years, informed his em-
ployer before the accident that the
press guards were missing from the ma-
chine. The company never bothered to
order or replace the missing equip-
ment.

Finally, Mr. Gonzalez, contrary to
his extensive experience in manufac-
ture, warnings, and job training, delib-
erately reached into the running print-
ing press that was rotating at speeds
between 8,000 and 10,000 times per hour
to remove a spot of debris.

After the accident, OSHA issued nu-
merous citations and fines against Mr.
Gonzalez’s employer, including failure
to have an injury prevention program
in place. Heidelberg, after having no
control over the printing press for over
20 years, after having sent out 13 ret-
rofit notices, and because a negligent
employer was protected from liability
by the workers compensation system,
ended up paying out $2.5 million to an
injured worker who engaged in risky
and unsafe work practices.

This is precisely why a statute is
needed.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CHABOT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Do | understand, without getting into
all the factual context of that par-
ticular case, that if you have a situa-
tion where the manufacturer knows
without a doubt that there is a defect,
a hidden danger in their product, and
they have an inexpensive way to fix
and prevent that defect, and they re-
ceive reports that dozens of other

Chairman, will
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workers have been maimed or Killed as
a result of that defect, and the manu-
facturer simply sits on their hands and
does absolutely nothing, that as long
as the product is 18 years old, under
those conditions it will totally absolve
the manufacturer from its responsi-
bility?

Mr. CHABOT. Reclaiming my time,
that is not the point of the bill at all.

Mr. DOGGETT. That is the effect, is
it not?

Mr. CHABOT. Under workers com-
pensation, that is the only time under
which this particular bill would have
any effect at all. The employee is cov-
ered under workers compensation.
That is the only time a statute of
repose would have any effect at all.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. OXLEY).

Mr. OXLEY. | thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me, Mr. Chairman.

Let me first say to my good friend,
the gentleman from Hamilton County,
how proud I am of the work he has
done in leading this effort from the
Committee on the Judiciary.

As one who has been a member of the
Committee on Commerce for a number
of years, and have had many issues
with the Committee on the Judiciary, |
want to congratulate him on this ef-
fort.

I think it is important to point out
that this is a very limited effort that
the gentleman from Ohio is putting
forth. It is limited to capital goods in
the workplace. It does not really affect
planes and automobiles for hire that
would not be covered by the act.

No injured party will go uncompen-
sated, because if he is not covered by
some form of workers compensation in
that particular State, then the action
will be exempted from coverage by the
statute.

This is also important from the
standpoint of the commerce clause. As
| stand here as a member of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, it is important to
point out that clearly Congress does
have the authority to step in and legis-
late in this area because of the need to
do this. The need arises from forum
shopping, in which very clever lawyers
file suits in States where they can get
the best deal. This would certainly
eliminate that possibility.

A national statute of repose will also
help improve our competitiveness here
in the United States. While a typical
U.S. company in many cases has liabil-
ity exposure for machines, machine
tools up to 100 years, our foreign com-
petitors in many cases have only that
exposure for 20 years, and the competi-
tors in many cases in Europe and in
Asia have a 10-year statute of repose in
their home markets.

| also want to point out that not only
is this a competitiveness issue for
American manufacturers, but it is in-
deed a commerce issue, as well. This
American manufacturing machinery
industry, which has had a huge pres-
ence in our home State of Ohio, is the
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very foundation of our industrial econ-
omy. They make the tools that make
the tools. That is why it is so impor-
tant to our economy.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, this legisla-
tion is similar to the General Aviation
Revitalization Act, which passed this
Congress and was signed by the Presi-
dent. As a result of that kind of reason-
able legislation, over 25,000 new jobs
have been created in the general avia-
tion industry, so we have an indication
of how successful that legislation can
be.

Once again, the gentleman from Ohio
has done the American economy a serv-
ice by sponsoring this legislation. |
would ask all of my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this
malicious bill threatens workers’ safe-
ty and strips injured workers of their
rights.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) did not want to answer the
question, but if a manufacturer under
this bill knew his product was unsafe,
knew it was Killing workers, knew it
was injuring workers, and sat on his
hands and did not fix it, did not do any-
thing, he cannot be sued by the work-
ers as long as the piece was over 18
years old.

If in fact a durable good malfunctions
and workers were injured, they would
not have the right to sue the manufac-
turer for their injury, no matter how
negligent it was, but the business
owner would still have his full rights to
recover for business interruptions due
to the defective machinery. So the
business owner gets to recover damages
and the workers do not. This bill is ef-
fectively saying that profits are more
important than physical injuries.

Why the inconsistency? Either the
manufacturer should be held respon-
sible for his product or he should not.
If the manufacturer cannot be held re-
sponsible for workers’ injuries after 18
years, why should he still be respon-
sible for the business owner’s economic
loss after 18 years? And conversely, if
he is still responsible for the business
owner’s economic losses, why not for
the injuries to the worker?

This bill, Mr. Chairman, simply
shows contempt for the workers of the
country. It is an outrage. It should be
defeated. | challenge the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) or anybody
else on the other side to answer the
question, not to say it is not the point
of the bill, but is it not the effect of the
bill that even if the manufacturer,
after 18 years, knows his product is
killing people or injuring people,
knows how to fix it, knows he should
warn people, and does not, he cannot be
sued for physical injury; he can be sued
for business damages, but he cannot be
sued for physical injury?

Why should he not be subject to suit
for physical injury in that case? Why is
the business owner’s economic damages
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more important than the worker’s
physical injuries, more important than
loss of a limb or loss of fertility or life
or permanent disfigurement? In what
contempt do we hold the workers of the
country? How contemptuous of the
workers’ safety is this bill?

I challenge the gentleman from Ohio
to answer these questions.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, despite some of the in-
flammatory language that we have
heard this morning, | would argue that
this is a very commonsense, a very
modest approach to tort reform. There
are absolutely no workers who will not
be covered under this particular piece
of legislation. It is a fairly narrow bill.
It does not affect all products. We are
essentially talking about durable
goods, capital goods. These are ma-
chines that are found in machine shops
in factories all over this country.

A very good example of how a bill
similar to this worked extremely well
in this country is the General Aviation
Revitalization Act of 1994. We had an
industry, the small aircraft industry in
this country, that was going down the
tubes. After this legislation was
passed, we have seen it increase sub-
stantially. We have seen this industry
substantially increase in how it has
worked in this country. We have seen
twice the number of workers. Now we
have 25,000 additional workers in that
field. The industry, as the gentleman
who spoke earlier today has said, has
been revitalized in a number of areas
around the country.

The United States also is at a com-
petitive disadvantage to many of our
other trading partners. For example,
the Europeans and the Japanese do not
have an 18-year statute of repose, they
have a 10-year statute of repose.
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A number of States have looked at
this, and they have even shorter peri-
ods of statute of repose from 6 to 15
years. | think we have been very gen-
erous in making it an 18-year statute
of repose. | think that is very reason-
able. Under the circumstances, it
avoids forum shopping. It avoids very
high costs of litigation.

The bottom line is, in these types of
cases a very significant amount of the
money that is won or settled, because
most of these cases end up getting set-
tled and not actually going to contract
it, ends up in the lawyers’ pockets. It
does not go to the plaintiffs. It does
not go to the claimants. It goes to the
lawyers. And that is why they have
been particularly vociferous.

But that is one of the reasons we are
seeing such a spirited debate from
some folks on the other side of the
aisle. But the bottom line is, this is
good legislation for this country.

I would urge its passage. | would
yield to either one of the gentlemen.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CHABOT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.
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Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, there
are two questions, sir: One, the ques-
tion of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT), is it not true that the effect,
if not the intent, and the point of the
bill that even if a company, manufac-
turer, knows its goods are injuring or
killing people and it sits on that
knowledge, does not tell anybody, does
not fix it, it would under this bill not
be liable for anything?

Mr. CHABOT. On that point, reclaim-
ing my time, the gentleman must have
a very low evaluation of what most of
the business owners and people in this
country have in this country.

Mr. NADLER. Yes or no?

Mr. CHABOT. | think it is fairly ludi-
crous that people would sit on that
type of thing. | do not acknowledge
that is what the effect of this would be.
And the bottom line is, all workers are
going to be covered under Worker’s
Compensation or this law has no effect
at all.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS) has 4¥2 minutes remain-
ing and may yield time now.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).

Mr. STUPAK. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, this bill bars workers
who are eligible for Worker’s Com-
pensation from suing a manufacturer
or seller of equipment, such as printing
presses and machine tools, if more than
18 years has elapsed since the product
was manufactured.

The Republican leadership is bring-
ing forth this bill to the floor under the
guise of reasonably limiting litigation

and helping manufacturers. Sure, it
protects manufacturers. It protects
negligent manufacturers. It protects
reckless manufacturers. It protects

these negligent and reckless manufac-
turers at the expense of our Nation’s
workers and employers.

This bill will limit the employees to
Worker’s Compensation. That is two-
thirds of their pay at best, no matter
how severe the injuries are. Worker’s
Compensation does not make a person
whole. It provides medical costs and
very limited disability payments to
cover some period, not their whole life,
just some period of lost wages, no mat-
ter how severe the injury; no matter if
someone loses a limb or the ability to
work again.

H.R. 2005 promotes inequality and in-
justice to one of our country’s most
important groups, the workers who toil
in the manufacturing places of our fac-
tories every day, who frequently work
with dangerous machinery.

Owners of businesses and owners of
management are generally excluded
from Worker’s Compensation plans.
They still will be able to sue and re-
cover for all their losses. But the work-
ers, the very people who are the most
at risk, will be limited to the few rem-
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edies offered by Worker’s Compensa-
tion. | cannot support this biased pro-
posal against America’s workers.

Why do my Republican colleagues
think that the manufacturers need this
protection? The Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics has reported that injuries for
the year 1998 dropped to their lowest
level since the 1970’s. There is no flood
of injuries or litigation requiring re-
form. The judicial process works. Friv-
olous claims get weeded out, and meri-
torious claims go forward. That is how
our legal system works.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
this legislation.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT), a member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) is recognized for 2% minutes.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, sometimes we get lost in
the technicalities of these legal bills.
But we should start with the propo-
sition that our liability laws in this
country actually reflect the values of
our country that personal responsi-
bility and corporate responsibility are
at the top of what we value in this
country.

So a question of who has responsi-
bility for paying for a person’s injuries
boils down to a question of who has re-
sponsibility for causing those injuries.
That is the whole basis of our liability
law in this country.

In this case, what this bill does is it
says that, even if a manufacturer is re-
sponsible for the injury of a worker and
the worker has absolutely no responsi-
bility after 18 years, that worker is
just dead out of luck.

That is what this bill says. Regard-
less of how egregious the conduct in de-
signing the equipment is of the manu-
facturer, how reckless they are, we are
going to shift the responsibility for
paying for the injury to an innocent
party. That is completely contrary to
our whole concept in this country of
personal and corporate responsibility.

That is the first objection | have to
this bill. The second objection is that,
in addition to undercutting the rights
of employees and consumers in that
substantial way inconsistent with pub-
lic policy, we are saying to employers
and to insurance carriers that even if
they pay for that cost, they cannot
even go back and make a claim against
the negligent or reckless manufacturer
who did nothing to take this equip-
ment out of the stream of commerce.

So whether my colleagues support
the consumer, whether they support
the employee, whether they support
the insurance carrier, whether they
support the employer, what they have
done is shifted the cost to them, even
though they had nothing to do with
causing the injury. The cost has been
taken away and the responsibility is

re-
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taken away from the very corporate
citizen and individuals on which the re-
sponsibility should be imposed, based
on our public policy rationales.

Ms. PELOSI. | rise to strongly oppose this
anti-labor legislation that undermines the rights
of hard working Americans. The “Workplace
Goods Job Growth Competitiveness Act”, H.R.
2005, sets an arbitrary cutoff date limiting in-
jured workers from holding manufacturers ac-
countable for defective products that harm
workers. This bill discriminates against work-
ers injured and killed on the job by preventing
them and their survivors from recovering dam-
ages from a manufacturer or seller of durable
goods more than 18 years after the durable
good was first purchased or leased.

Workers should not be limited by this arbi-
trary 18 year cutoff on manufactured products
when many of America’s industrial plants, ma-
chinery, and regularly used products, like ele-
vators, are far older than 18 years. Many man-
ufactured goods are clearly produced to have
longer life spans and many manufacturers dis-
tribute marketing materials publicizing this fact
in their sales pitch.

This anti-labor bill would adversely affect in-
jured workers who are covered by workers’
compensation and drastically limits their po-
tential recovery. Most state workers’ com-
pensation laws only compensate workers for
medical costs and limited disability assistance
and most do not compensate for non-financial
damages, including loss of a limb; loss of fer-
tility, permanent disfigurement; and related
pain and suffering. When hard working Ameri-
cans are injured by defective products, they
deserve compensation for their injuries and
suffering.

In addition, this bill takes away the business
community’s right for compensation from de-
fective manufacturers for related property
damage to the business’ owned property. The
bill denies also businesses recovery of their
costs for workers compensation payments
paid to injured workers. By limiting employee
and employer rights to recover damages, this
bill increases costs and unfairly subsidizes the
manufacturers of defective products at the ex-
pense of employers and the workers’ com-
pensation system.

H.R. 2005 unfairly targets workers and
treats them differently from other Americans.
Suppose a 25 year old elevator were to mal-
function and crash, severely injuring an eleva-
tor operator and a tourist. This bill would allow
the tourist to sue for compensation and deny
the elevator operator this same right. This pro-
vision is inequitable, unjust, and must be op-
posed.

In addition to difficulties this bill inflicts on
America’s workforce and businesses, the bill
also triggers Constitutional concerns. The Jus-
tice Department is concerned that this legisla-
tion violates the Commerce Clause which lim-
its congressional authority to regulate inter-
state commerce and violates the Tenth
Amendment, which reserves all unenumerated
powers to the states. For all these reasons,
the President is expected to veto this bill.

| urge my colleagues to join with the AFL—
CIO; the Machinists; the Teamsters; Commu-
nications Workers of America; and Public Cit-
izen in opposing H.R. 2005. Vote “no” on H.R.
2005.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 2005, the Work-
place Goods Job Growth and Competitiveness
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Act of 1999. H.R. 2005 is premised on the no-
tion that a product which is used safely for a
substantial period of time is not likely to have
been defective at the time of manufacture,
sale, or delivery. Any injury incurred after a
reasonably long period of time is likely to have
been due to either misuse or improper mainte-
nance by someone other than the manufac-
turer. The longer the product is in use, the
more difficult it is for the manufacturer to
prove its product was not defective at the time
it was manufactured. H.R. 2005 creates a uni-
form federal statute of repose for cases involv-
ing injury caused by durable goods. Currently,
nineteen states have statutes of repose.

| have long recognized the need for a na-
tional statute of repose for products, including
workplace durable goods. In fact, my first year
as a Member of this body, | introduced one of
the first federal statute of repose bills.

In sum, H.R. 2005 provides a balanced so-
lution to the problem of endless liability, while
protecting a claimant’s right to bring suit for in-
juries incurred during the repose period. It
places a reasonable outer time limit on litiga-
tion involving older products in the workplace,
where injured claimants will have recourse to
benefit from the worker compensation system.
| commend my colleague, Mr. CHABOT, for all
his hard work on this long overdue, much
needed legislation. | urge the passage of this
legislation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in opposition to H.R. 2005, The Work-
place Goods Job Growth and Competitiveness
Act of 1999.

| understand the sentiment of the pro-
ponents of this measure. Certainly, after a rea-
sonably long period of time, manufacturers
should no longer have to defend lawsuits
based on products that have long since left
their control and may have been subject to
misuse or improper maintenance by others.

With that said, H.R. 2005 is an improper
remedy. This proposed national statute of
repose would extinguish valid lawsuits that
would otherwise be permitted to proceed
under state law. This is clearly an intrusion
into the availability of state tort remedies, and
there is compelling and well-documented evi-
dence that the defendants’ need for civil im-
munity outweighs the strong policy that individ-
uals and businesses be able to seek relief for
their injuries.

| share the Department of Justice’s pre-
scient view that H.R. 2005 is flawed in myriad
ways. The bill in its present form creates an
absolute bar on recovery for property damage
involving a durable good if the action is filed
more than 18 years after the first purchase or
lease of the good. H.R. 2005 would also bar
civil actions for death or personal injury involv-
ing a durable good against a manufacturer or
seller of a durable good filed more than 18
years after the durable good was first bought
or leased, if the claimant is eligible for workers
compensation and the injury does not involve
“toxic harm.” H.R. 2005 provides exceptions
to the 18-year bar for products used primarily
to transport passengers for hire, products for
longer than 18 years, and products already
covered by the statute of repose in the Gen-
eral Aviation Revitalization Act of 1994.

Mr. Speaker, | am opposed to H.R. 2005 for
other reasons. The bill, in its present form,
would bar certain property damage claims
and, unlike personal injury in the workplace,
there is no alternative administrative relief for
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such claims by individuals or businesses. This
irrationally bars some state lawsuits. Addition-
ally, the bill would bar some State law claims
in which an individual or company has been
seriously damaged by a product—and even
before some victims will be injured by the de-
fective good—although the manufacturer was
negligent or knew the product was dangerous
or defective. Finally, | am opposed to H.R.
2005 because it usurps State policies on pro-
viding an avenue for redress for personal or
property damages to individuals or small busi-
nesses caused by durable goods.

Mr. Speaker, we need to get on with the
business of tending to real issues confronting
the American people: education, healthcare,
social security and many other issues that are
urgent. There is no hue and cry from the
American people to establish a national stat-
ute of repose. | strongly urge my colleagues to
oppose this bill. H.R. 2005 is a bad bill.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
general support of this bill, H.R. 2005, be-
cause | represent a congressional district that
as many durable good manufacturers. There
is an issue of state preemption, and to that
issue, | have been given assurance of leader-
ship that if a conference committee is estab-
lished that this issue will be discussed.

Mr. Chairman, make no mistake about it.
This is a vote about keeping basic manufac-
turing in the United States.

With all the wonderful economic statistics,
few people know that there is a crisis in dura-
ble goods manufacturing. | represent Rock-
ford, lllinois, a center of machine tool manu-
facturing. For the past 18 months, | have
heard from business leaders and workers
back home that they have never had it this
bad. The situation facing machine tool manu-
facturers is even worse than the recessions of
the early 1980’s and 1990’s. Some old timers
even believe that business prospects are even
worse than the Great Depression of the
1930's.

Monthly U.S. machine tool consumption
once again declined 18 percent in November.
Exports of U.S. machine tools also dropped 65
percent in November. Compounding this de-
crease is that fact that machine tool imports
are taking a greater share of the declining
U.S. market—rising from 50 percent in 1995 to
an estimated 60 percent in 1999.

Why is this happening? One reason is that
foreign machine tool competitors are able to
price their product more competitively because
their liability exposure is relatively small. Both
Europe and Japan have a 10 year statute of
repose. They are seizing market share from
American machine tool workers right here in
the United States! H.R. 2005 would begin to
level the playing field for U.S. workers making
machine tools.

Let me give you one concrete example.
Rockford used to have Mattison Technologies,
a manufacturer of large grinder machines.
This small business used to employ 150 work-
ers. Shortly after celebrating its 100th birthday,
Mattison went bankrupt because it could not
pay a $7.5 million product liability verdict on a
machine built over 50 years ago. In fact, at the
time the company closed, Mattison Tech-
nologies had received a summons suing them
for a machine built in 1917—when the Czar
still ruled Russia! Passing an 18 year statute
of repose would go a long way towards help-
ing the 60,000 American workers still em-
ployed in the U.S. machine tool industry.
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It's too late for the 150 workers at Mattison.
Let's not repeat this mistake. Vote for H.R.
2005.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong objection to H.R. 2005, the Workplace
Goods Job Growth and Competitiveness Act
of 1999.

The title of this bill gives the erroneous im-
pression that it will encourage “job growth and
competitiveness.” Instead, it will only serve to
harm workers and employers. The so-called
Workplace Goods Job Growth and Competi-
tiveness Act would terminate any rights of
workers to hold wrongdoers accountable for a
defective product over 18-years-old, even if
the product was designed to be used for many
more years.

Some workers would be able to collect
workers’ compensation. However, that does
not provide for noneconomic damages such
as physical disfigurement, loss of limbs, blind-
ness, infertility or pain and suffering. We can-
not allow these workers to be sacrificed for the
profit of manufacturers.

This bill would also discourage manufactur-
ers from notifying consumers of possible de-
fects. H.R. 2005 makes it more cost effective
to ignore a malfunction when they are discov-
ered near the end of the 18-year period than
to publicize the defect or correct it.

By adopting this 18-year statute of repose,
Congress would send the message to Amer-
ica’s working families that their injuries and
costs are of less importance than any other
victim of product malfunction. For example, if
a worker and a visitor to the worksite are both
injured in the same event, only the visitor
would be able to seek damages.

| urge my colleagues to see this bill for what
it really is: an attack on the workers of Amer-
ica. If you really want to fight for American
families, vote “no” on H.R. 2005.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.
time for general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is considered
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

All

H.R. 2005

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Workplace
Goods Job Growth and Competitiveness Act of
1999,

SEC. 2. STATUTE OF REPOSE FOR DURABLE
GOODS USED IN A TRADE OR BUSI-
NESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this Act—

(1) no civil action for damage to property aris-
ing out of an accident involving a durable good
may be filed against the manufacturer or seller
of the durable good more than 18 years after the
durable good was delivered to its first purchaser
or lessee; and

(2) no civil action for damages for death or
personal injury arising out of an accident in-
volving a durable good may be filed against the
manufacturer or seller of the durable good more
than 18 years after the durable good was deliv-
ered to its first purchaser or lessee if—

(A) the claimant has received or is eligible to
receive worker compensation; and
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(B) the injury does not involve a toxic harm
(including, but not limited to, all asbestos-re-
lated harm).

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A motor vehicle, vessel, air-
craft, or train, that is used primarily to trans-
port passengers for hire shall not be subject to
this Act.

(2) CERTAIN EXPRESS WARRANTIES.—This Act
does not bar a civil action against a defendant
who made an express warranty in writing as to
the safety or life expectancy of a specific prod-
uct which was longer than 18 years, except that
this Act shall apply at the expiration of that
warranty.

(3) AVIATION LIMITATIONS PERIOD.—This Act
does not affect the limitations period established
by the General Aviation Revitalization Act of
1994 (49 U.S.C. 40101 note).

(c) EFFECT ON STATE LAW; PREEMPTION.—This
Act preempts and supersedes any State law that
establishes a statute of repose to the extent such
law applies to actions covered by this Act. Any
action not specifically covered by this Act shall
be governed by applicable State law.

(d) TRANSITIONAL PROVISION RELATING TO EX-
TENSION OF REPOSE PERIOD.—To0 the extent that
this Act shortens the period during which a civil
action could be otherwise brought pursuant to
another provision of law, the claimant may,
notwithstanding this Act, bring the action not
later than 1 year after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) CLAIMANT.—The term ‘“‘claimant’ means
any person who brings an action covered by this
Act and any person on whose behalf such an
action is brought. If such an action is brought
through or on behalf of an estate, the term in-
cludes the claimant’s decedent. If such an ac-
tion is brought through or on behalf of a minor
or incompetent, the term includes the claimant’s
legal guardian.

(2) DURABLE GOOD.—The term “‘durable good’’
means any product, or any component of any
such product, which—

(A)(i) has a normal life expectancy of 3 or
more years; or

(ii) is of a character subject to allowance for
depreciation under the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986; and

(B) is—

(i) used in a trade or business;

(i1) held for the production of income; or

(iii) sold or donated to a governmental or pri-
vate entity for the production of goods, train-
ing, demonstration, or any other similar pur-
pose.

(3) STATE.—The term “‘State’” means any State
of the United States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Northern
Mariana Islands, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoa, and any other territory or
possession of the United States or any political
subdivision of any of the foregoing.

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF ACT.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), this Act shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act without regard
to whether the damage to property or death or
personal injury at issue occurred before such
date of enactment.

(b) APPLICATION OF ACT.—This Act shall not
apply with respect to civil actions commenced
before the date of the enactment of this Act.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. No
amendment to that amendment shall
be in order except those printed in the
portion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
designated for that purpose and pro
forma amendments for the purpose of
debate. Amendments printed in the
RECORD may be offered only by the
Member who caused it to be printed or
his designee and shall be also consid-
ered read.
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The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. CHABOT

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. CHABOT:

1. Page 2, strike lines 10 through 20 and in-
sert the following:

(1) no civil action may be filed against the
manufacturer or seller of a durable good for
damage to property arising out of an acci-
dent involving that durable good if the acci-
dent occurred more than 18 years after the
date on which the durable good was delivered
to its first purchaser or lessee;

(2) no civil action may be filed against the
manufacturer or seller of a durable good for
damages for death or personal injury arising
out of an accident involving that durable
good if the accident occurred more than 18
years after the date on which the durable
good was delivered to its first purchaser or
lessee and if—

2. Page 2, line 14, delete the ““.”” and insert
“;and”.

3. Page 2, insert after line 14 the following:

(3) subparagraph (a)(1) of this section does
not supersede or modify any statutory or
common law that authorizes an action for
civil damages, cost recovery or any other
form of relief for remediation of the environ-
ment as defined in section 101(8) of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act of 1980 as amend-
ed (42 U.S.C. 9601(8)).

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED
BY MR. CHABOT

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment be modified in the form | have
placed at the desk. | have given a copy
to the minority.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to amendment No. 2 offered
by Mr. CHABOT:

Page 2, strike lines 10 through 20 and insert
the following:

(1) no civil action may be filed against the
manufacturer or seller of a durable good for
damage to property arising out of an acci-
dent involving that durable good if the acci-
dent occurred more than 18 years after the
date on which the durable good was delivered
to its first purchaser or lessee; and

(2) no civil action may be filed against the
manufacturer or seller of a durable good for
damages for death or personal injury arising
out of an accident involving that durable
good if the accident occurred more than 18
years after the date on which the durable
good was delivered to its first purchaser or
lessee and if—

Page 3, insert the following after line 14:
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(4) ACTIONS INVOLVING THE ENVIRONMENT.—
Subsection (a)(1) does not supersede or mod-
ify any statute or common law that author-
izes an action for civil damages, cost recov-
ery, or any other form of relief for remedi-
ation of the environment (as defined in sec-
tion 101(8) of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601(8)).

Page 3, line 15, strike ““This” and insert
““‘Subject to subsection (b), this™.

Mr. CHABOT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the modification be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, some of us do not have the modi-
fication. I am sure the committee has
it, but | just came on the floor.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, we will
provide that to the gentleman imme-
diately.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | withdraw my reservation
of objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | will
not take the entire time. At this time
I would like to introduce a perfecting
amendment which was filed yesterday
in accordance with the rule, and the
amendment as modified also here
today.

This amendment does two things.
First, it clarifies that this bill would in
no way interfere with existing State
statutes of limitation. This amend-
ment simply states that the 18-year pe-
riod runs to the date of the accident or
harm and not to the date of the filing
of the claim. This further ensures that
all claimants will have adequate time
to prepare and file suit. This simply
clarifies the original intent of the bill
and guarantees that claimants will al-
ways have the full time period allowed
by the applicable State statute of limi-
tations.

Second, my amendment clarifies that
this bill does not interfere in any way
with the assertion of claims for reme-
diation of environmental hazards, such
as lead paint or asbestos, caused by a
durable good that is more than 18 years
old. Although we believe that this bill
as currently drafted does not cover en-
vironmental remediation claims, we
want to make that absolutely clear.

My amendment expressly states this
bill does not supersede or modify any
statutory or common law that author-
izes an action for civil damage or other
relief for remediation of the environ-
ment. Our bill, the Workplace Goods
Job Growth and Competitiveness Act
of 1999, is a straightforward, common
sense product liability reform measure
that limits frivolous lawsuits, while
ensuring that no injured party ever
goes uncompensated.
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We have worked carefully with Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle to ad-
dress legitimate concerns and craft a
solid piece of legislation that benefits
small businesses, employees, tax-
payers, and consumers. | urge my col-
leagues to approve this amendment and
support the passage of H.R. 2005.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to advise
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT)
that this amendment, as reported and
modified, is one that | have no objec-
tion to. But | would like to point out to
him that it does not in any way change
the objection that American workers
are relegated to a second-class legal
status with rules that apply to no one
else. That is not corrected by this per-
fecting amendment.

I would like to have him reflect on
the fact that only American workers
will be barred from recovery of many
types of damages for death and dis-
figurement that occurs from injuries
that involve older equipment. That has
not changed by this amendment.

Neither does it change the fact that
this bill, H.R. 2005, does not apply to
the rest of the public who could be in-
jured by older equipment. Nor does the
perfecting amendment change the fact
that Worker’s Compensation laws do
not cover noneconomic damages that
would otherwise be available to work-
ers for injuries that result in death and
disfigurement.
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The perfecting amendment shifts the
considerable cost to small business who
will have to, as a result of this meas-
ure, pay higher premiums and who will
be unable to recover for many property
damages caused by defective machin-
ery.

Finally, this amendment does not
change the fact that the opposition by
workers and unions and the adminis-
tration and consumer groups remains,
notwithstanding this amendment.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Unfortunately, this bill is made only
marginally better by the amendment
that is offered. It is called a repose bill,
but what we are doing in this debate on
the amendment is the expose part. And
if my colleagues will just listen to a
little of this debate, what they will
know that both sides agree on is that,
by their silence, the proponents of this
bill, if a manufacturer manufactures a
dangerous product that can cause
death or can cause serious injury, that
manufacturer is totally absolved from
any responsibility once that product
reaches its 18th birthday. No more need
it worry. Even though it knows how to
correct the defect, even though it
knows that dozens of people have been
killed or maimed or burned alive as a
result of the defect, the manufacturer
need do absolutely nothing. And the
only answer that the proponent, the
author, of this amendment says s,
well, we all seem to have kind of a bad

February 2, 2000

attitude about the willingness of Amer-
ican manufacturers to correct the de-
fects in their product.

What this bill does is to assure the
lowest common denominator of the
worst and most irresponsible manufac-
turer is now the law of the land. It says
that those manufacturers, indeed even
if they put a silver medallion on the
side of the printing press and they say
this printing press is good for 25 years,
and they know it is defective, they
know how to repair the defect and they
know dozens of Americans are being
hurt by that product, they do not have
to do a single thing. Zip. Nada. Noth-
ing. That is what this bill does. That is
what this reasonable bill does.

Every Member that votes on this bill
needs to know what they are voting to
do, to totally absolve that manufac-
turer.

There is the second issue, and the
chairman-to-be just made that point,
and it is one that has not gotten the
emphasis that it needs, and that is the
very strong anti-business bias to this
bill. What am | talking about when |
say an anti-business bias? It is de-
signed to protect and absolve the giant
multinational equipment manufactur-
ers. But who does it ask to foot the bill
when the sponsor says, well, we will
just let the workers’ compensation. Do
not worry about it, the worker is going
to be compensated.

Those workers’ compensation pre-
miums are not free. Who does my col-
league think pays those premiums?
The thousands of small businesses
around this country that are out there
generating new jobs. Now they are
going to have shifted to them the total
responsibility for covering that same
dangerous product that has the silver
medallion that says it is good for 25
years and it causes harm. Now we are
going to shift to the small businesses
of America the responsibility of paying
for damages that they did not cause.
Some irresponsible manufacturer
caused that damage.

I would say anyone that is concerned
about the growth of small business
ought to vote against this bill, because
it is an anti-small business bill.

Third, what about the workers? It is
so good to hear that they do not have
anything to worry about; that they are
going to be fully covered by workers’
compensation. | have a feeling that the
sponsors of this bill never had to try to
live on workers’ compensation in most
of this country. That worker that lost
his arm, that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA) talked about out
in California, would have to live on a
subsistence level under workers’ com-
pensation, and usually it is for a fixed
period of time. It does not offer life-
time benefits to someone who just
merely lost the use of their arm at the
most productive time of their life.

If a secretary was in that printing
shop to pick up the stationery and she
is burned and she is disfigured as a
young woman, what will she get if this
bill passes? Absolutely nothing from
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the manufacturer. If the Federal Ex-
press delivery person happens through
there, what will they get if they are
burned and have to go through the pain
of a skin graft? Absolutely nothing
under this bill.

If that worker who is going to be so
generously compensated with subsist-
ence workers’ compensation has to go
through, as happened to a man in
Texas, skin grafts because a defective
product causes him to be burned over
30 percent of his body by hot spewing
oil from a defective valve that was 20
years old, if he has to go through one
skin graft after another and suffers
with pain in going through that, how
much does he get out of workers’ com-
pensation for that? Absolutely nothing
for the pain and suffering of going
through that process.

The people who might be affected
who are not workers are not fully com-
pensated.

I heard the gentleman say in his
opening remarks that what he wanted
is uniformity. Well, he is not providing
any uniformity so that the workers of
this land who would suffer as a result
of these defective and dangerous prod-
ucts so that they would get a uniform
amount that they can live on and sup-
port their families on. Some States
provide practically nothing with ref-
erence to workers’ compensation.

This bill is wrong. Let us expose
what repose is all about.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment, as modified, offered by
the gentleman from Ohio.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. TERRY:

Page 3, insert the following after line 14:

(4) PRODUCTS NOT STATE-OF-THE-ART.—This
Act shall not apply in the case of a durable
good that, at the time it was produced, was
not state-of-the-art.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, | believe, is truly a com-
promise position, kind of splitting the
difference between the two arguments
that we have heard here today, albeit
it may create as many questions as it
resolves.

This amendment, | think, protects
the manufacturers who sell good prod-
ucts at the time that it was made and
sold but, because of advances in tech-
nology, may become different than a
standard that we may apply today.

For example, a machine is produced,
made, manufactured in 1975, and this is
the issue that my friend from Ohio is
trying to resolve. When it was manu-
factured in 1970 or 1975 or 1980, it was
made to the state-of-the-art. It was a
good product. It was not defective. But
perhaps on a year 2000 scale, it is now
defective, based on our technology of
today. It is somewhat unfair to hold
those manufacturers to that standard.
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So that is what my amendment ad-
dresses, but yet says if the product
that was manufactured more than 18
years ago was defective, that jeopard-
ized the safety of workers and Ameri-
cans, that that manufacturer should
not be immune after 18 years from that
negligent act of putting out into the
marketplace a defective product. So it
is exempted if it could be proved that it
was defective at the time.

Now, each of us here, as much as we
adhere to a philosophical premise, we
are also a product of our life experi-
ences; and let me tell my colleagues a
story that | was personally involved
with that | think exemplifies some of
the issues of a statute of repose, albeit
the fact the question here does not ex-
actly duplicate what my friend from
Ohio is attempting here.

I knew a family and worked with this
family. They bought a boat. It was an
11-year-old boat. | hail from a State
that has a 10-year statute of repose.
This boat, one time when they put it
on the water and started it, blew up,
killing one person and blowing the leg
off literally of a 13-year-old boy and
burning him from the waist down.

Now, granted that fact pattern does
not meet this piece of legislation, be-
cause he is not a worker and this is not
in the workplace, and the boat is not a
piece of machinery that one finds in a
workplace. But, under Nebraska law,
this boy was prevented, the man who
was killed was prevented by a statute
of repose from suing the manufacturer.
And what we found out is that that
boat was defective because it did not
have a blower system the day it left. It
was probably the only boat manufac-
turer at that time that was still manu-
facturing boats without this type of
safety mechanism in it.

Now, should they be rewarded for not
adhering to the standards of the indus-
try or using state-of-the-art tech-
nology at the time? No, they should
not.

So it is those types of life experiences
and real life examples that | bring with
me and we all bring with us that shape
our views on such things as statute of
reposes. But this does create some
issues. First of all, it does create a de-
sire for a national standard for product
liability suits at a time when some of
us are resisting trying to make na-
tional standards. So we do not improve
the situation there at all.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) brought up earlier in the dis-
cussion that this amendment probably
does not eliminate suits, and he is
right. It does not create more litiga-
tion, as someone said, but he is prob-
ably right that it does not eliminate it.

So while | believe it is a good com-
promise, and it is truly the middle
ground by protecting those manufac-
turers who deserve to be protected, yet
not protecting those who do not de-
serve the protection, it does, unfortu-
nately, raise as many questions as it
resolves.
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Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s
amendment is withdrawn.

Are there further amendments to the
bill?

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
MANZzULLO). Under the rule, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE) having assumed the
chair, Mr. MANzULLO, Chairman pro
tempore of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
2005) to establish a statute of repose for
durable goods used in a trade or busi-
ness, pursuant to House Resolution 412,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute? If
not, the question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
194, not voting 18, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 7]

YEAS—222
Aderholt Bartlett Blunt
Archer Barton Boehlert
Armey Bass Boehner
Bachus Bateman Bonilla
Baker Bereuter Bono
Ballenger Biggert Brady (TX)
Barcia Bilbray Bryant
Barr Bilirakis Burr
Barrett (NE) Bliley Burton
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Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clement
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
DeMint
Dickey
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coble
Conyers

Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich

NAYS—194

Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Edwards
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
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Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Wu

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood

Lampson Moakley Schakowsky
Lantos Mollohan Scott
Larson Moore Serrano
Lazio Murtha Sherman
Lee Nadler Shows
Levin Napolitano Skelton
Lewis (GA) Neal Smith (NJ)
Lipinski Oberstar Smith (WA)
LoBiondo Obey Snyder
Lofgren Olver Stabenow
Lowey Ortiz Stark
Luther Owens Strickland
Maloney (CT) Pallone Stupak
Maloney (NY) Pascrell Terry
Markey Pastor Thompson (CA)
Martinez Paul Thompson (MS)
Mascara Payne Thurman
Matsui Pelosi Tierney
McCarthy (MO) Phelps Traficant
McCarthy (NY) Pomeroy Udall (CO)
McDermott Price (NC) udall (NM)
McGovern Quinn Velazquez
Mclntyre Rahall Visclosky
McKinney Rangel Waters
McNulty Reyes Watt (NC)
Meek (FL) Rodriguez Waxman
Meeks (NY) Roemer Weiner
Menendez Rothman Wexler
Metcalf Roybal-Allard Weygand
Millender- Rush Wise

McDonald Sabo Woolsey
Miller, George Sanders Wynn
Minge Sandlin
Mink Sawyer

NOT VOTING—18
Brown (OH) Hinojosa Saxton
Campbell Leach Tauzin
Carson Meehan Towns
Davis (FL) Myrick Turner
Doyle Rivers Vento
Hall (OH) Sanchez Wamp
1235
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Ms.

BERKLEY, Mr. ROTHMAN and Ms.
KILPATRICK changed their vote from
““yea’ to “‘nay.”

Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. RILEY
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
“yea.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 7, | was unavoidably detained. Had
| been present, | would have voted “no.”

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2005, WORK-
PLACE GOODS JOB GROWTH AND
COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF 1999

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the Clerk be
directed to make technical and con-
forming changes in the bill, H.R. 2005,
to accurately reflect the actions of the
House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the majority leader for the purpose of
inquiring about the schedule for the re-
mainder of the week and next week.
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Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to an-
nounce that we have completed our
first week of legislative business in the
new year. There will be no recorded
votes in the House Thursday or Friday.

The House will meet next for legisla-
tive business on Tuesday, February 8,
at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour and at 2
p.m. for legislative business. We will
consider a number of bills under sus-
pension of the rules, a list of which will
be distributed to Members’ offices later
this week. On Tuesday, we do not ex-
pect recorded votes until 6 p.m.

On Wednesday, February 9, and
Thursday, February 10, the House will
meet and consider H.R. 2086, the Net-
working and Information Technology
Research and Development Act, subject
to a rule; and, Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to announce that as a special
Valentine’s Day preview, the House
will be taking up H.R. 6, the Marriage
Penalty Relief Act.

Mr. Speaker, on Friday, February 11,
no votes are expected.

Mr. BONIOR. Can the gentleman tell
us what day the vote and debate on the
marriage penalty legislation will be?

Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
for asking. If the gentleman will yield
further, we expect that that vote will
be taken on Thursday of next week.

ADJOURNMENT FROM THURSDAY,
FEBRUARY 3 TO MONDAY, FEB-
RUARY 7, 2000

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Thursday, February
3, 2000, it adjourn to meet at 2 p.m. on
Monday, February 7.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
FEBRUARY 8, 2000

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday February 7,
2000, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, February 8 for morning hour
debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask

unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
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HIP HIP HOORAY TO SUPER BOWL
CHAMPION ST. LOUIS RAMS

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of myself, the minority leader, Mr.
GEPHARDT, and the entire Missouri del-
egation, | ask unanimous consent that
this body give a hip hip hooray to the
Super Bowl champion St. Louis Rams.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1598

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to have my name
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 1598.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

A REPUBLIC, IF YOU CAN KEEP IT,
PART 2

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PAUL) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, on Monday,
I took a special order to discuss the im-
portance of the American Republic and
why it should be preserved. Today, |
will continue with that special order.

When it comes to executive orders, it
has gotten completely out of hand. Ex-
ecutive orders may legitimately be
used by a President to carry out his
constitutionally authorized duties, but
that would require far fewer orders
than modern day Presidents have
issued as the 20th century comes to a
close, we find the executive branch
willfully and arrogantly using the ex-
ecutive order to deliberately cir-
cumvent the legislative body, and brag-
ging about it.

Although nearly 100,000 American
battle deaths have occurred since
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World War Il and both big and small
wars have been fought almost continu-
ously, there has not been a congres-
sional declaration of war since 1941.
Our Presidents now fight wars not only
without explicit congressional ap-
proval but also in the name of the
United Nations, with our troops now
serving under foreign commanders.

Our Presidents have assured us that
U.N. authorization is all that is needed
to send our troops into battle. The 1973
War Powers Resolution meant to re-
strict presidential war powers has ei-
ther been ignored by our Presidents or
used to justify war up to 90 days. The
Congress and the people too often have
chosen to ignore this problem, saying
little about the recent bombing in Ser-
bia. The continual bombing of Iraq
which has now been going on for over 9
years is virtually ignored.

If a President can decide on the issue
of war without a vote of the Congress,
a representative republic does not
exist. Our President should not have
the authority to declare national emer-
gencies and they certainly should not
have authority to declare martial law,
a power the Congress has already
granted to any future emergency.

Economic and political crises can de-
velop quickly and overly aggressive
Presidents are only too willing to en-
hance their own power in dealing with
them. Congress sadly throughout this
century has been only too willing to
grant authority to our Presidents at
the sacrifice of its own.

The idea of separate but equal
branches of government has been for-
gotten and the Congress bears much of
the responsibility for this trend. Exec-
utive powers in the past 100 years have
grown steadily with the creation of
agencies that write and enforce their
own regulations and with Congress al-
lowing the President to use executive
orders without restraint.

But in addition, there have been var-
ious other special vehicles that our
Presidents use without congressional
oversight. For example, the exchange
stabilization fund set up during the de-
pression has over $34 billion available
to be used at the President’s discretion
without congressional approval. This
slush fund grows each year as it is paid
interest on the securities it holds. It
was instrumental in the $50 billion
Mexican bailout in 1995.

The CIA is so secretive that even
those Congressmen privy to its oper-
ation have little knowledge of what
this secret government actually does
around the world.
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We know, of course, it has been in-
volved in the past 50 years in assassina-
tions and government overthrows on
frequent occasions. The Federal Re-
serve operation, which works hand in
hand with the administration, is not
subject to congressional oversight. The
Fed manipulates currency exchange
rates, controls short-term interest
rates, and fixes the gold price, all be-
hind closed doors.
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Bailing out foreign governments, fi-
nancial corporations and huge banks
can all be achieved without congres-
sional approval. One hundred years ago
when we had a gold standard, credit
could not be created out of thin air,
and, because a much more limited gov-
ernment philosophy prevailed, this
could not have been possible. Today it
is hard to even document what goes on,
let alone expect Congress to control it.

The people should be able to closely
monitor the Government, but as our
government grows in size and scope, it,
the Government, seeks to monitor our
every move. Attacks on our privacy are
an incessant and always justified by
citing so-called legitimate needs of the
State, efficiency and law enforcement.

Plans are laid for numerous data
banks to record everyone’s activities.
A national ID card using our Social Se-
curity number is the goal of many, and
even though we achieved a significant
delivery in delaying its final approval
last year, the promoters will surely
persist in their efforts.

Plans are made for a medical data
bank to be kept and used against our
wishes. Job banks and details of all our
lending activities continue to be of in-
terest to all our national policy agen-
cies, to make sure they know exactly
where the drug dealers, the illegal
aliens, and tax dodgers are and what
they are doing, it is argued.

For national security purposes, the
Echelon system of monitoring all over-
seas phone calls has been introduced,
yet the details of this program are not
available to any inquiring Member of
Congress.

The Government knew very little
about each individual American citizen
in 1900. But, starting with World War 1,
there has been a systematic growth of
Government surveillance of everyone’s
activities, with multiple records being
kept. Today, true privacy is essentially
a thing of the past. The FBI and the
IRS have been used by various adminis-
trations to snoop and harass political
opponents, and there has been little ef-
fort by Congress to end this abuse. A
free society, that is, a constitutional
republic, cannot be maintained if pri-
vacy is not highly cherished and pro-
tected by the Government, rather than
abused by it. We can expect it to get
worse.

Secretary of Defense Bill Cohen was
recently quoted as saying, ‘‘Terrorism
is escalating to the point that U.S.
citizens may have to choose between
civil liberties and more intrusive forms
of protection.” This is all in the name
of taking care of us.

As far as | am concerned, we could all
do with a lot less Government protec-
tion and security. The offer of Govern-
ment benevolence is the worst reason
to sacrifice liberty, but we have seen a
lot of that during the 20th century.

Probably the most significant change
in attitude that occurred in the 20th
century was that with respect to life
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itself. Although abortion has been per-
formed for hundreds, if not for thou-
sands, of years, it was rarely consid-
ered an acceptable and routine medical
procedure without moral consequence.

Since 1973, abortion in America has
become routine and justified by a con-
torted understanding of the right to
privacy. The difference between Amer-
ican rejection of abortion at the begin-
ning of the century compared to to-
day’s casual acceptance is like night
and day. Although a vocal number of
Americans express their disgust with
abortion on demand, our legislative
bodies and the courts claim that the
procedure is a constitutionally pro-
tected right, disregarding all scientific
evidence and legal precedents that rec-
ognize the unborn as a legal, living en-
tity, deserving protection of the law.

Ironically, the greatest proponents of
abortion are the same ones who advo-
cate imprisonment for anyone who dis-
turbs the natural habitat of a toad.
This loss of respect for human life in
the latter half of the 20th century has
yet to have its full impact on our soci-
ety. Without a deep concern for life and
with the casual disposing of living
human fetuses, respect for liberty is
greatly diminished. This has allowed a
subtle but real justification for those
who commit violent acts against fellow
human beings.

It should surprise no one that a teen-
ager delivering a term newborn is capa-
ble of throwing the child away in a gar-
bage dumpster. The new mother in this
circumstance is acting consistently,
knowing that if an abortion is done
just before a delivery, it is legally jus-
tified and the abortionist is paid to Kill
the child. Sale of fetal parts to tax-sup-
ported institutions is now an accepted
practice. This moral dilemma that our
society has encountered over the past
40 years, if not resolved in the favor of
life, will make it impossible for a sys-
tem of laws to protect the life and lib-
erty of any citizen.

We can expect senseless violence to
continue as the sense of worth is un-
dermined. Children know that mothers
and sisters, when distraught, have
abortions to solve the problem of an
unwanted pregnancy. Distraught teen-
agers in coping with this behavior are
now prone to use violence against oth-
ers or themselves when provoked or
confused. This tendency is made worse
because they see in this age of abortion
their own lives as having less value,
thus destroying self-esteem.

The prime reason government is or-
ganized in a free society is to protect
life, not to protect those who take life.
Today, not only do we protect the
abortionist, we take taxpayers’ funds
to pay for abortions domestically as
well as overseas. This egregious policy
will continue to plague us well into the
21st century.

A free society designed to protect life
and liberty is incompatible with Gov-
ernment sanctions and financing abor-
tion on demand. It should not be a sur-
prise to anyone that as abortion be-
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came more acceptable, our society be-
came more violent and less free. The
irony is that Roe v. Wade justified
abortion using the privacy argument,
conveniently forgetting that not pro-
tecting the innocent unborn is the
most serious violation of privacy pos-
sible.

If the location of the fetus is the jus-
tification for legalized killing, the pri-
vacy of our homes would permit the
Killing of the newborn, the deformed
and the elderly, a direction, unfortu-
nately, in which we find ourselves
going. As government-financed medical
care increases, we will hear more eco-
nomic arguments for euthanasia, that
is, mercy Killing, for the benefit of the
budget planners. Already we hear these
economic arguments for Killing the el-
derly and terminally ill.

Last year the House made a serious
error by trying to federalize the crime
of killing a fetus occurring in an act of
violence. The stated goal was to em-
phasize that the fetus deserved legal
protection under the law, and, indeed,
it should and does at the State level.
Federalizing any act of violence is un-
constitutional. Essentially, all violent
acts should be dealt with by the States,
and, because we have allowed the
courts and Congress to federalize such
laws, we find more good State laws are
overridden than good Federal Ilaws
written.

Roe v. Wade federalized State abor-
tion laws and ushered in the age of
abortion. The Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act, if passed into law, will do
great harm by explicitly excluding the
abortionist, thus codifying for the first
time the Roe v. Wade concept and giv-
ing even greater legal protection to the
abortionist.

The responsibility of Congress is two-
fold: first, we should never fund abor-
tions. Nothing could be more heinous
than forcing those with strong right-
to-life beliefs to pay for abortions.

Second, Roe v. Wade must be re-
placed by limiting jurisdiction, which
can be done through legislation, a con-
stitutional option. If we as a Nation do
not once again show respect and pro-
tect the life of the unborn, we can ex-
pect the factions that have emerged on
each side of this issue to become more
vocal and violent. A Nation that can
casually toss away its smallest and
most vulnerable members and call it a
“right’” cannot continue to protect the
lives or rights of its other citizens.

Much has changed over the past 100
years, where technology has improved
our living standards. We find that our
Government has significantly changed
from one of limited scope to that of
pervasive intervention.

One hundred years ago it was gen-
erally conceded that one extremely im-
portant function of government was to
enforce contracts made voluntarily in
the marketplace. Today, government
notoriously interferes with almost
every voluntary economic transaction.
Consumerism, labor laws, wage stand-
ards, hiring and firing regulations, po-
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litical correctness, affirmative action,
the Americans with Disability Act, the
Tax Code, and others place a burden on
the two parties struggling to transact
business.

The EPA, OSHA and government-
generated litigation also interferes
with voluntary contracts. At times, it
seems a miracle that our society
adapts and continues to perform rea-
sonably well in spite of the many bu-
reaucratic dictates.

As the 20th century comes to a close,
we see a dramatic change from a gov-
ernment that once served an important
function by emphasizing the value of
voluntary contracts to one that exces-
sively interferes with them. Although
the interference is greater in economic
associations than in social, the prin-
ciple is the same. Already we see the
political correctness movement inter-
fering with social and religious asso-
ciations. Data banks are set up to keep
records on everyone, especially groups
with strong religious views and any-
body to be so bold as to call himself a
patriot. The notion that there is a dif-
ference between murder and murder
driven by hate has established the prin-
ciples of a thought crime, a dangerous
trend indeed.

When the business cycle turns down,
all the regulations and laws that inter-
fere with economic and personal trans-
actions will not be as well tolerated,
and then the true cost will become ap-
parent. It is under the conditions of a
weak economy that such government
interference generates a reaction to
the anger over the rules that have been
suppressed.

To the statist, the idea that average
people can and should take care of
themselves by making their own deci-
sions and that they do not need Big
Brother to protect them in everything
they do is anathema to the way they
think.

The bureaucratic mindset is con-
vinced that without the politicians’ ef-
fort, no one would be protected from
anything, rejecting the idea of a free
market economy out of ignorance or
arrogance. This change in the 20th cen-
tury has significantly contributed to
the dependency of our poor on Govern-
ment handouts, the recipients being
convinced that they are entitled to
help and that they are incapable of
taking care of themselves. A serious
loss of self-esteem and unhappiness re-
sults, even if the system in the short
run seems to help them get by.

There were no Federal laws at the
end of the 19th century dealing with
drugs or guns. Gun violence was rare
and abuse of addictive substances was
only a minor problem. Now, after 100
years of progressive Government inter-
vention in dealing with guns and drugs,
with thousands of laws and regula-
tions, we have more gun violence and a
huge drug problem.

Before the social authoritarians de-
cided to reform the gun and drug cul-
ture, they amended the Constitution
enacting alcohol prohibition. Prohibi-
tion failed to reduce alcohol usage and
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a crime wave resulted. After 14 years,
the American people demanded repeal
of this social engineering amendment,
and got it.

Prohibition prompted the production
of poor quality alcohol with serious
health consequences, while respect for
the law was lost as it was flagrantly
violated. At least at that time the
American people believed the Constitu-
tion had to be amended to prohibit the
use of alcohol, something that is en-
tirely ignored today in the Federal
Government’s effort to stop drug
usage.

In spite of the obvious failure of alco-
hol prohibition, the Federal Govern-
ment, after its repeal, turned its sights
on gun ownership and drug usage. The
many Federal anti-gun laws written
since 1934, along with the constant
threat of outright registration and con-
fiscation, have put the FBI and the
BATF at odds with millions of law
abiding citizens who believe the Con-
stitution is explicit in granting the
right of gun ownership to all non-
violent Americans.
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Our government pursued alcohol pro-
hibition in the 1920s and confiscation of
gold in the 1930s, so it is logical to con-
clude that our government is quite ca-
pable of confiscating all privately-
owned firearms. That has not yet oc-
curred; but as we move into the next
century, many in Washington advocate
just that and would do it if they did
not think the American people would
revolt, just as they did against alcohol
prohibition.

Throughout this century, there has
been a move toward drug prohibition
starting with the Harrison Act of 1912.
The first Federal marijuana law was
pushed through by FDR in 1938, but the
real war on drugs has been fought with
intensity for the past 30 years.

Hundreds of billions of dollars have
been spent and not only is there no evi-
dence of reduced drug usage, we have
instead seen a tremendous increase.
Many deaths have occurred from
overdoses of street drugs since there is
no quality control or labeling. Crime as
a consequence of drug prohibition has
skyrocketed and our prisons are over-
flowing. Many prisoners are nonviolent
and should be treated as patients with
addictions, not as criminals. Irrational
mandatory minimum sentences have
caused a great deal of harm. We have
nonviolent drug offenders doing life
sentences, and there is no room to in-
carcerate the rapists and murderers.

With drugs and needles illegal, the
unintended consequence of the spread
of AIDS and hepatitis through dirty
needles has put a greater burden on the
taxpayers who are forced to care for
the victims.

This ridiculous system that offers a
jail cell for a sick addict rather than
treatment has pushed many a young
girl into prostitution to pay for the
drugs priced hundreds of times higher
than they are worth, but the drug deal-
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ers love the system and dread a new ap-
proach.

When we finally decide that drug pro-
hibition has been no more successful
than alcohol prohibition, the drug deal-
ers will disappear. The monster drug
problem we have created is com-
pounded by moves to tax citizens so
government can hand out free needles
to drug addicts who are breaking the
law in hopes that there will be less
spread of hepatitis and AIDS in order
to reduce government health care
costs.

This proposal shows how bankrupt we
are at coming to grips with this prob-
lem, and it seems we will never learn.

Tobacco is about to be categorized as
a drug and prohibition of sorts im-
posed. This will make the drug war
seem small if we continue to expand
the tobacco war. Talk about insane
government policies of the 20th cen-
tury, tobacco policy wins the prize.
First, we subsidize tobacco in response
to demands by the special interests,
knowing full well even from the begin-
ning that tobacco had many negative
health consequences. Then we spend
taxpayers’ money warning the people
of its dangers, without stopping the
subsidies.

Government then pays for the care of
those who choose to smoke, despite the
known dangers and warnings. But it
does not stop there. The trial lawyers’
lobby saw to it that the local govern-
ment entities could sue tobacco compa-
nies for reimbursement of the excess
costs that they were bearing in taking
care of smoking-related illnesses, and
the only way this could be paid for was
to place a tax on those people who did
not smoke.

How could such silliness go on for so
long? For one reason. We as a nation
have forgotten the basic precept of a
free society, that all citizens must be
responsible for their own acts. If one
smokes and gets sick, that is the prob-
lem of the one making the decision to
smoke or take any other risk for that
matter, not the innocent taxpayers
who have already been forced to pay
for the tobacco subsidies and govern-
ment health warning ads.

Beneficiaries of this monstrous pol-
icy have been tobacco farmers, tobacco
manufacturers, politicians, bureau-
crats, smokers, health organizations,
and physicians, and especially the trial
lawyers. Who suffers? The innocent
taxpayers that have no choice in the
matter and who acted responsibly and
chose not to smoke.

Think of what it would mean if we
followed this simple logic and imple-
mented a Federal social program, simi-
lar to the current war on smoking, de-
signed to reduce the spread of AIDS
within the gay community. Astound-
ingly, we have done the opposite by
making AIDS a politically correct dis-
ease. There was certainly a different
attitude a hundred years ago regarding
those with sexually transmitted dis-
eases like syphilis compared to the spe-
cial status given AIDS victims today.
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It is said that an interventionist
economy is needed to make society fair
to everyone. We need no more govern-
ment fairness campaigns. Egali-
tarianism never works and inevitably
penalizes the innocent. Government in
a free society is supposed to protect
the innocent, encourage self-reliance
and impose equal justice while allow-
ing everyone to benefit from their own
effort and suffer the consequences of
their own acts. A free and independent
people need no authoritarian central
government dictating eating, drinking,
gambling, sexual, or smoking habits.

When the rules are required, they
should come from the government clos-
est to home as it once did prior to
America’s ill-fated 20th Century exper-
iment with alcohol prohibition. Let us
hope we show more common sense in
the 21st Century in these matters than
we did in the 20th.

A compulsive attitude by politicians
to regulate nonviolent behavior may be
well intentioned but leads to many un-
intended consequences. Legislation
passed in the second half of the 20th
Century dealing with drugs and per-
sonal habits has been the driving force
behind the unconstitutional seizure
and forfeiture laws and the loss of fi-
nancial privacy.

The war on drugs is the most impor-
tant driving force behind the national
police state. The excuse given for call-
ing in the Army helicopters and tanks
at the Waco disaster was that the au-
thorities had evidence of an amphet-
amine lab on the Davidian property.
This was never proven, but neverthe-
less it gave the legal cover but not the
proper constitutional authority for es-
calating the attack on the Davidians
which led to the senseless Killing of so
many innocent people.

The attitudes surrounding this entire
issue needs to change. We should never
turn over the job of dealing with bad
habits to our Federal Government.
That is a recipe for disaster.

America has not only changed tech-
nologically in the last 100 years but our
social attitudes and personal philoso-
phies have changed as well. We have
less respect for life and less love for
liberty. We are obsessed with material
things, along with rowdy and raucous
entertainment. Needs and wants have
become rights for both poor and rich.
The idea of instant gratification too
often guides our actions, and when sat-
isfaction is not forthcoming anger and
violence breaks out. Road rage and air-
line passenger rage are seen more fre-
quently. Regardless of fault, a bad out-
come in almost anything, even if be-
yond human control, will prompt a
lawsuit. Too many believe they deserve
to win the lottery and a lawsuit helps
the odds.

Unfortunately, the only winners too
often are the lawyers hyping the litiga-
tion. Few Americans are convinced
anymore that productive effort is the
most important factor in economic
success and personal satisfaction. One
did not get rich in the 1990s investing
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in companies that had significant or
modest earnings. The most successful
investors bought companies that had
no earnings and the gambling paid off
big. This attitude cannot create per-
petual wealth and must some day end.

Today, financial gurus are obsessed
with speculation in the next initial
public offering and express no interest
in the cause of liberty without which
markets cannot exist.

Lying and cheating are now accept-
able by the majority. This was not true
100 years ago when moral standards
were higher. The October 1999 issue of
U.S. News and World Report reveals
that 84 percent of college students be-
lieve cheating is necessary to get ahead
in today’s world, and 90 percent are
convinced there is no price to pay for
the cheating. Not surprisingly, 90 per-
cent of college students do not believe
politicians, and an equal number of
percentage believes the media cheats
as well.

There is no way to know if this prob-
lem is this bad in the general popu-
lation, but these statistics indicate our
young people do not trust our politi-
cians or media. Trust has been replaced
with a satisfaction in the materialism
that speculative stock markets, bor-
rowing money, and a spendthrift gov-
ernment can generate.

What happens to our society if the
material abundance which we enjoy is
ephemeral and human trust is lost? So-
cial disorder will surely result and
there will be a clamor for a more au-
thoritarian government. This scenario
may indeed threaten the stability of
our social order and significantly un-
dermine all our constitutional protec-
tions, but there is no law or ethics
committee that will solve this problem
of diminishing trust and honesty. That
is a problem of the heart, mind and
character to be dealt with by each indi-
vidual citizen.

The importance of the family unit
today has been greatly diminished
compared to the close of the 19th Cen-
tury. Now, fewer people get married,
more divorces occur and the number of
children born out of wedlock continues
to rise. Tax penalties are placed on
married couples. lllegitimacy and sin-
gle parenthood are rewarded by govern-
ment subsidies, and we find many au-
thoritarians arguing that the defini-
tion of marriage should change in order
to allow non-husband and -wife couples
to qualify for welfare handouts.

The welfare system has mocked the
concept of marriage in the name of po-
litical correctness, economic egali-
tarianism, and heterophobia. Freedom
of speech is still cherished in America
but the political correctness movement
has seriously undermined dissent on
our university campuses. A conserv-
ative or libertarian black intellectual
is clearly not treated with the same re-
spect afforded an authoritarian black
spokesman.

We now hear of individuals being sent
to psychiatrists when personal and so-
cial views are crude or out of the ordi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

nary. It was commonplace in the So-
viet system to incarcerate political
dissenters in so-called mental institu-
tions. Those who received a Soviet gov-
ernment designation of socially unde-
sirable elements were stripped of their
rights. Will this be the way we treat
political dissent in the future?

We hear of people losing their jobs
because of socially undesirable
thoughts or for telling off-color jokes.
Today, sensitivity courses are rou-
tinely required in America to mold so-
cial thinking for the simplest of infrac-
tions. The thought police are all
around us. It is a bad sign.

Any academic discussion questioning
the wisdom of our policies surrounding
World War Il is met with shrill accusa-
tions of anti-Semitism and Nazi lover.
No one is ever even permitted, without
derision by the media, the university
intellectuals and the politicians, to ask
why the United States allied itself with
the murdering Soviets and then turned
over Eastern Europe to them while
ushering in a 45-year saber-rattling,
dangerous Cold War period.

Free speech is permitted in our uni-
versities for those who do not threaten
the status quo of welfarism, globalism,
corporatism, and a financial system
that provides great benefit to the pow-
erful special interests. If a university
professor does not follow the party
line, he does not receive tenure.

We find ourselves at the close of this
century realizing all our standards
have been undermined. A monetary
standard for our money is gone. The
dollar is whatever the government tells
us it is. There is no definition and no
promise to pay anything for the notes
issued ad infinitum by the government.
Standards for education are contin-
ually lowered, deemphasizing excel-
lence. Relative ethics are promoted
and moral absolutes are ridiculed. The
influence of religion on our standards
is frowned upon and replaced by sec-
ular humanistic standards. The work
ethic has been replaced by a welfare
ethic based on need, not effort. Strict
standards required for an elite military
force are gone and our lack of readiness
reflects this.

Standards of behavior of our profes-
sional athletes seem to reflect the
rules followed in the ring by the profes-
sional wrestlers where anything goes.
Managed medical care driven by gov-
ernment decrees has reduced its qual-
ity and virtually ruined the doctor-pa-
tient relationship.

Movie and TV standards are so low
that our young people’s senses are to-
tally numbed by them. Standards of
courtesy on highways, airplanes, and
shops are seriously compromised and
at times leads to senseless violence.

With the acceptance of abortion, our
standards for life have become totally
arbitrary as they have become for lib-
erty. Endorsing the arbitrary use of
force by our government morally justi-
fies the direct use of force by disgrun-
tled groups not satisfied with the slow-
er government process. The standards
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for honesty and truth have certainly
deteriorated during the past 100 years.
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Property ownership has been under-
mined through environmental regula-
tions and excessive taxation. True own-
ership of property no longer exists.
There has been a systematic under-
mining of legal and constitutional
principles once followed and respected
for the protection of individual liberty.

A society cannot continue in a state
of moral anarchy. Moral anarchy will
lead to political anarchy. A society
without clearly understood standards
of conduct cannot remain stable any
more than an architect can design and
build a sturdy skyscraper with meas-
uring instruments that change in value
each day. We recently lost a NASA
space probe because someone failed to
convert inches to centimeters, a simple
but deadly mistake in measuring phys-
ical standards. If we as a people debase
our moral standards, the American Re-
public will meet a similar fate.

Many Americans agree that this
country is facing a moral crisis that
has been especially manifested in the
closing decade of the 21st century. Our
President’s personal conduct, the char-
acters of our politicians in general, the
caliber of the arts, movies, and tele-
vision, and our legal system have re-
flected this crisis.

The personal conduct of many of our
professional athletes and movie stars
has been less than praiseworthy. Some
politicians, sensing this, have pushed
hard to write and strictly enforce nu-
merous laws regarding personal non-
violent behavior with the hope that the
people will become more moral.

This has not happened, but has filled
our prisons. This year it will cost more
than $40 billion to run our prison sys-
tem. The prison population, nearing 2
million, is up 70 percent in the last dec-
ade, and two-thirds of the inmates did
not commit an act of violence. Manda-
tory minimum drug sentencing laws
have been instrumental in this trend.

Laws clearly cannot alter moral be-
havior, and if it is attempted, it cre-
ates bigger problems. Only individuals
with moral convictions can make soci-
ety moral. But the law does reflect the
general consensus of the people regard-
ing force and aggression, which is a
moral issue. Government can be di-
rected to restrain and punish violent
aggressive citizens, or it can use ag-
gressive force to rule the people, redis-
tribute wealth, and make citizens fol-
low certain moral standards, and force
them to practice certain personal hab-
its.

Once government is permitted to do
the latter, even in a limited sense, the
guiding principle of an authoritarian
government is established, and its
power and influence over the people
will steadily grow, at the expense of
personal liberty. No matter how well-
intentioned, the authoritarian govern-
ment always abuses its powers. In its
effort to achieve an egalitarian soci-
ety, the principle of inequality that
freedom recognizes and protects is lost.



February 2, 2000

Government, then, instead of being
an obstruction to violence, becomes
the biggest perpetrator. This invites all
the special interests to manipulate the
monopoly and evil use of government
power. Twenty thousand lobbyists cur-
rently swarm Washington seeking spe-
cial advantage. That is where we find
ourselves today.

Although government cannot and
should not try to make people better in
the personal, moral sense, proper law
should have a moral, nonaggressive
basis to it: no lying, cheating, stealing,
Killing, injuring, or threatening. Gov-
ernment then would be limited to pro-
tecting contracts, people, and property,
while guaranteeing all personal non-
violent behavior, even the controver-
sial.

Although there are degrees in various
authoritarian societies as to how much
power a government may wield, once
government is given the authority to
wield power, it does so in an ever-in-
creasing manner. The pressure to use
government authority to run the econ-
omy in our lives depends on several
factors. These include a basic under-
standing of personal liberty, respect for
a constitutional republic, economic
myths, ignorance, and misplaced good
intentions.

In every society there are always
those waiting in the wings for an op-
portunity to show how brilliant they
are as they lust for power, convinced
that they know what is best for every-
one. But the defenders of liberty know
that what is best for everyone is to be
left alone, with a government limited
to stopping aggressive behavior.

The 20th century has produced social-
ist dictators the world over, from Sta-
lin, Hitler, and Mao to Pol Pot, Castro,
and Ho Chi Minh. More than 200 mil-
lion people died as a result of bad ideas
of these evil men. Each and every one
of these dictators despised the prin-
ciple of private property ownership,
which then undermined all the other
liberties cherished by the people.

It is argued that the United States
and now the world have learned a third
way, something between extreme so-
cialism and mean-spirited capitalism.
But this is a dream. The so-called
friendly third way endorses 100 percent
the principle that government author-
ity can be used to direct our lives and
the economy. Once this is accepted, the
principle that man alone is responsible
for his salvation and his life on Earth,
which serves as the foundation for free
market capitalism, is rejected.

The third way of friendly welfarism
or soft fascism, where government and
businesses are seen as partners, under-
mines and sets the stage for authori-
tarian socialism. Personal liberty can-
not be preserved if we remain on the
course at which we find ourselves at
the close of the 20th century.

In our early history, it was under-
stood that a free society embraced both
personal civil liberties and economic
liberties. During the 20th century this
unified concept of freedom has been un-
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dermined. Today we have one group
talking about economic freedom while
interfering with our personal liberty,
and the other group condemning eco-
nomic liberty while preaching the need
to protect personal civil liberties. Both
groups reject liberty 50 percent of the
time. That leaves very few who defend
liberty all the time. Sadly, there are
too few in this country who today un-
derstand and defend liberty in both
areas.

A common debate that we hear oc-
curs over how we can write laws pro-
tecting normal speech and at the same
time limiting commercial speech, as if
they were two entirely different things.
Many Americans wonder why Congress
pays so little attention to the Con-
stitution and are bewildered as to how
so much inappropriate legislation gets
passed.

But the Constitution is not entirely
ignored. It is used correctly at times
when it is convenient and satisfies a
particular goal, but never consistently
across-the-board on all legislation.

Two, the Constitution is all too fre-
quently made to say exactly what the
authors of special legislation want it to
say. That is the modern way language
can be made relative to our times, but
without a precise understanding and
respect for the supreme law of the land,
that is, the Constitution, it no longer
serves as the guide for the rule of law.
In its place, we have substituted the
rule of man and the special interests.

That is how we have arrived at the
close of this century without a clear
understanding or belief in the cardinal
principles of the Constitution: the sep-
aration of powers and the principle of
Federalism. Instead, we are rushing to-
ward a powerful executive, centralized
control, and a Congress greatly dimin-
ished in importance.

Executive orders, agency regulations,
Federal court rulings, unratified inter-
national agreements, direct govern-
ment, economy, and foreign policy.
Congress has truly been reduced in sta-
tus and importance over the past 100
years. When the people’s voices are
heard, it is done indirectly through
polling, allowing our leaders to decide
how far they can go without stirring up
the people.

But this is opposite to what the Con-
stitution was supposed to do. It was
meant to protect the rights of the mi-
nority from the dictates of the major-
ity. The majority vote of the powerful
and influential was never meant to rule
the people.

We may not have a king telling us
which trees we can cut down today, but
we do have a government bureaucracy
and a pervasive threat of litigation by
radical environmentalists who keep us
from cutting our own trees, digging a
drainage ditch, or filling a puddle, all
at the expense of private property own-
ership.

The key element in a free society is
that individuals should wield control of
their lives, receiving the benefits and
suffering the consequences of all their
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acts. Once the individual becomes a
pawn of the state, whether a monarch-
or a majority-ruled state, a free society
can no longer endure.

We are dangerously close to that hap-
pening in America, even in the midst of
plenty and with the appearance of con-
tentment. If individual liberty is care-
lessly snuffed out, the creative energy
needed for productive pursuits will dis-
sipate. Government produces nothing,
and in its effort to redistribute wealth,
can only destroy it.

Freedom too often is rejected, espe-
cially in the midst of plenty, when
there is a belief that government lar-
gesse will last forever. This is true be-
cause it is tough to accept personal re-
sponsibility, practice the work ethic,
and follow the rules of peaceful coex-
istence with our fellow man.

Continuous vigilance against the
would-be tyrants who promise security
at minimum cost must be maintained.
The temptation is great to accept the
notion that everyone can be a bene-
ficiary of the caring state and a winner
of the lottery or a class action lawsuit.
But history has proven there is never a
shortage of authoritarians, benevolent,
of course, quite willing to tell others
how to live for their own good. A little
sacrifice of personal liberty is a small
price to pay for long-time security, it
is too often argued.

I have good friends who are in basic
agreement with my analysis of the cur-
rent state of the American republic,
but argue it is a waste of time and ef-
fort to try and change the direction in
which we are going. No one will listen,
they argue. Besides, the development
of a strong, centralized, authoritarian
government is too far along to reverse
the trends of the 20th century. Why
waste time in Congress when so few
people care about liberty, they ask?
The masses, they point out, are inter-
ested only in being taken care of, and
the elite want to keep receiving the
special benefits allotted to them
through special interest legislation.

I understand the odds, and | am not
naive enough to believe the effort to
preserve liberty is a cake walk. I am
very much aware of my own limita-
tions in achieving this goal. But ideas
based on sound and moral principles do
have consequences, and powerful ideas
can make major consequences beyond
our wildest dreams.

Our Founders clearly understood
this, and they knew they would be suc-
cessful, even against the overwhelming
odds they faced. They described this
steady confidence they shared with
each other when hopes were dim as “‘di-
vine Providence.”

Good ideas can have good results, and
we must remember, bad ideas can have
bad results. It is crucial to understand
that vague and confusing idealism pro-
duces mediocre results, especially
when it is up against a determined ef-
fort to promote an authoritarian sys-
tem that is sold to the people as concil-
iatory and nonconfrontational, a com-
promise, they say, between the two ex-
tremes.
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But it must be remembered that no
matter how it is portrayed, when big
government systematically and stead-
ily undermines individual rights and
economic liberty, it is still a powerful
but negative idea and it will not fade
away easily.

Ideas of liberty are a great threat to
those who enjoy planning the economy
and running other peoples’ lives. The
good news is that our numbers are
growing. More Americans than ever be-
fore are very much aware of what is
going on in Washington and how, on a
daily basis, their liberties are being un-
dermined. There are more intellectual
think tanks than ever before pro-
moting the market economy, private
property ownership, and personal lib-
erty.

The large majority of Americans are
sick and tired of being overtaxed, and
despise the income tax and the inherit-
ance tax. The majority of Americans
know government programs fail to
achieve their goals and waste huge
sums of money. A smoldering resent-
ment against the unfairness of govern-
ment and efforts to force equality on
us can inspire violence, but instead, it
should be used to encourage an honest
system of equal justice based on indi-
vidual, not collective, rights.

Sentiment is moving in the direction
of challenging the status quo of the
welfare and international warfare
state. The Internet has given hope to
millions who have felt their voices
were not being heard, and this influ-
ence is just beginning. The three major
networks and conventional government
propaganda no longer control the infor-
mation now available to everyone with
a computer.

The only way the supporters of big
government can stop the Internet will
be to tax, regulate, and monitor it. Al-
though it is a major undertaking, plans
are already being laid to do precisely
that. Big government proponents are
anxious to make the tax on the Inter-
net an international tax, as advocated
by the United Nations, apply the
Eschelon principle used to monitor all
overseas phone calls to the Internet,
and prevent the development of private
encryption that would guarantee pri-
vacy on the Internet.

These battles have just begun. If the
civil libertarians and free market pro-
ponents do not win this fight to keep
the Internet free and private, the tools
for undermining authoritarian govern-
ment will be greatly reduced. Victory
for liberty will probably elude us for
decades.

The excuse they will give for control-
ling the Internet will be to stop por-
nography, catch drug dealers, monitor
child molesters, and do many other so-
called good things. We should not be
deceived. We have faced tough odds,
but to avoid battle or believe there is a
place to escape to, someplace else in
the world, would concede victory to
those who endorse authoritarian gov-
ernment.

The grand experiment in human lib-
erty must not be abandoned. A renewed
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hope and understanding of liberty is
what we need as we move into the 21st
century. A perfectly free society we
know cannot be achieved, and the ideal
perfect socialism is an oxymoron. Pur-
suing that goal throughout the 20th
century has already caused untold suf-
fering.

The clear goal of a free society must
be understood and sought, or the vision
of the authoritarians will face little re-
sistance and will easily fill the void.

There are precise goals Congress
should work for, even under today’s
difficult circumstances. It must pre-
serve in the best manner possible vol-
untary options to failed government
programs.
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We must legalize freedom to the
maximum extent possible.

1. Complete police protection is im-
possible; therefore, we must preserve
the right to own weapons in self-de-
fense.

2. In order to maintain economic pro-
tection against Government
debasement of the currency, gold own-
ership must be preserved, something
taken away from the American people
during the Depression.

3. Adequate retirement protection by
the Government is limited, if not ulti-
mately impossible. We must allow
every citizen the opportunity to con-
trol all of his or her retirement funds.

4. Government education has clearly
failed. We must guarantee the right of
families to home school or send their
kids to private schools and help them
with tax credits.

5. Government snoops must be
stopped. We must work to protect all
privacy, especially on the Internet,
prevent the national ID card, and stop
the development of all Government
data banks.

6. Federal police functions are uncon-
stitutional and increasingly abusive.
We should disarm all Federal bureau-
crats and return the police function to
local authorities.

7. The Army was never meant to be
used in local policing activities. We
must firmly prevent our Presidents
from using the military in local law en-
forcement operations, which is now
being planned for under the guise of
fighting terrorism.

8. Foreign military intervention by
our Presidents in recent years to police
the American empire is a costly fail-
ure. Foreign military intervention
should not be permitted without ex-
plicit congressional approval.

9. Competition in all elections should
be guaranteed, and the monopoly pow-
ers gained by the two major parties
through unfair signature requirements,
high fees, and campaign donation con-
trols should be removed. Competitive
parties should be allowed in all govern-
ment-sponsored debate.

10. We must do whatever is possible
to help instill a spirit of love for free-
dom and recognize that our liberties
depend on responsible individuals, not
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the group or the collective or the soci-
ety as a whole. The individual is the
building block of a free and prosperous
social order.

The Founders knew full well that the
concept of liberty was fragile and could
easily be undermined. They worried
about the dangers that lay ahead. As
we move into the new century, it is an
appropriate time to rethink the prin-
ciples upon which a free society rest.

Jefferson, concerned about the future
wrote, ‘““Yes, we did produce a near-per-
fect republic, but will they keep it? Or
will they, in the enjoyment of plenty,
lose the memory of freedom? Material
abundance without character is the
path of destruction.”

“They,” that he refers to are “‘we.”
And the future is now. Freedom, Jeffer-
son knew, would produce plenty, and
with material abundance it is easy to
forget the responsibility the citizens of
a free society must assume if freedom
and prosperity are to continue.

The key element for the Republic’s
survival for Jefferson was the char-
acter of the people, something no set of
laws can instill. The question today is
not that of abundance, but of char-
acter, respect for others, and their lib-
erty and their property. It is the char-
acter of the people that determines the
proper role for government in a free so-
ciety.

Samuel Adams, likewise, warned fu-
ture generations. He referred to ‘‘good
manners’’ as the vital ingredient that a
free society needs to survive. Adams
said, ““Neither the wisest Constitution
nor the wisest laws will secure the lib-
erty and happiness of a people whose
manners are universally corrupt.”

The message is clear. If we lose our
love of liberty and our manners become
corrupt, character is lost and so is the
Republic. But character is determined
by free will and personal choice by
each of us individually. Character can
be restored or cast aside at a whim.
The choice is ours alone, and our lead-
ers should show the way.

Some who are every bit as concerned
as | am about our future and the perva-
sive corrupt influence in our Govern-
ment in every aspect of our lives offer
other solutions. Some say to solve the
problem all we have to do is write more
detailed laws dealing with campaign fi-
nance reform, ignoring how this might
undermine the principles of liberty.
Similarly, others argue that what is
needed is merely to place tighter re-
strictions on the lobbyists in order to
minimize their influence. But they fail
to realize this undermines our con-
stitutional right to petition our Gov-
ernment for redress of grievances.

And there are others with equally
good intentions that insist on writing
even more laws and regulations pun-
ishing nonviolent behavior in order to
teach good manners and instill char-
acter. But they fail to see that toler-
ating nonviolent behavior, even when
stupid and dangerous to one’s own self,
is the same as our freedom to express
unpopular political and offensive ideas
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and to promote and practice religion in
any way one chooses.

Resorting to writing more laws with
the intent of instilling good character
and good manners in the people is
anathema to liberty. The love of lib-
erty can come only from within and is
dependent on a stable family and a so-
ciety that seeks the brotherhood of
man through voluntary and charitable
means.

And there are others who believe
that government force is legitimate in
promoting what they call ‘“‘fair redis-
tribution.”” The proponents of this
course have failed to read history and
instead adhere to economic myths.
They ignore the evidence that these ef-
forts to help their fellow man will in-
evitably fail. Instead, it will do the op-
posite and lead to the impoverishment
of many.

But more importantly, if left un-
checked, this approach will destroy lib-
erty by undermining the concept of pri-
vate property ownership and free mar-
kets, the bedrock of economic pros-
perity.

None of these alternatives will work.
Character and good manners are not a
government problem. They reflect indi-
vidual attitudes that can only be
changed by individuals themselves.
Freedom allows virtue and excellence
to blossom. When government takes on
the role of promoting virtue, illegit-
imate government force is used and ty-
rants quickly appear on the scene to do
the job. Virtue and excellence become
illusive, and we find instead that the
government officials become corrupt
and freedom is lost, the very ingredient
required for promoting virtue, har-
mony, and the brotherhood of man.

Let us hope and pray that our polit-
ical focus will soon shift toward pre-
serving liberty and individual responsi-
bility and away from authoritarianism.
The future of the American Republic
depends on it. Let us not forget that
the American dream depends on keep-
ing alive the spirit of liberty.

SECRETARY BILL RICHARDSON
AND BILL HEDDEN: A POWERFUL
TEAM TO SAVE THE SOUTH-
WEST’'S WATER AND NATIONAL
PARKS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in honor and in thanks to two
powerful “Bills.”” Not the legislation
we introduce here, but as in Bill Rich-
ardson and Bill Hedden, for their work
to move the largest uranium mine
tailings pile that has ever threatened
the drinking water in the United
States.

Secretary of Energy, Bill Richardson,
and Bill Hedden, the Utah Conserva-
tion Director of the Grand Canyon
Trust, are two lifesaving “‘Bills’’ who
have shown incredible leadership in
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pushing to move a uranium tailings
pile that currently sits only 750 feet
away from the Colorado River near
Moab, Utah.

A few days ago, Secretary Richard-
son unveiled an innovative agreement
that would result in moving the
tailings pile that is slowly leaching ra-
dioactive waste into the Colorado
River. And just last night, our other
hero, Bill Hedden, was honored by the
Project on Government Oversight, or
POGO, for his tireless efforts to move
this poisonous pile. Both men see how
important it is to move the tailings
pile, which is as big as 118 football
fields, rather than capping it in its
place. This capping would only ensure
that the poisonous waste would con-
tinue to leach into the Colorado River
for up to 3 centuries.

Because of these visionary “Bills,”” 25
million people who live down the Colo-
rado River and who depend on it for
their drinking water not be doomed to
poor “bills’ of health from the pollu-
tion.

Our *“Bills” are working to ensure
that one-seventh of the United States,
including Las Vegas, Arizona, and the
Southern California urban areas of Los
Angeles and the city | represent, San
Diego, will have water free from this
pollution.

Our hero “Bills’ are trying to save us
from the bill that the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, or the NRC, was
trying to stick us with. The NRC said
that capping the poisonous pile was
good enough. The NRC did not care
that they were sentencing our children,
our grandchildren, and great grand-
children to 270 years of having this ra-
dioactive waste leach into our water
supply.

These white-hatted ‘“‘Bills”” know
that our Nation must protect our
water, our animals, and our beautiful
National Parks that we have set aside
because they are our treasures.

As one of our “Bills,” Secretary
Richardson, said a few weeks ago, ‘“The
time to act is now. Radioactive waste
sits at the gateway of two National
Parks, Arches and Canyonlands. This
area is a geological wonderland, nested
in a valley with scenic red cliffs and
rugged, beautiful desert terrain. The
Department of Energy has the exper-
tise and experience to relocate the ma-
terial in a secure, permanent location
that is safely away from the Colorado
River and our National Parks.”

Mr. Speaker, | tip my hat to these
two courageous “‘Bills,”” Secretary
Richardson and Grand Canyon Trust’s
Bill Hedden, for saving us the bill of
misery, ill health, and heartache that
would go with permanently enshrining
this huge pile of waste in the backyard
of our National Parks where it would
surely and forever pollute the
Southwest’s drinking water.

I commit, Mr. Speaker, and | hope
my colleagues will join me in this
pledge, to push through legislation
that will make the work of these vi-
sionary “Bills’ a reality. We must pass
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our bill necessary to put the jurisdic-
tion for this poisonous pile where it be-
longs, in the hands of the Department
of Energy.

MILITARY FAMILY FOOD STAMP
TAX CREDIT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, | wanted to come to the floor
and talk about a bill that | introduced
last year, H.R. 1055, the Military Fam-
ily Food Stamp Tax Credit Act. | have
approximately 61 of my colleagues on
both sides, Republican and Democrat,
who have signed this bill.

Mr. Speaker, there are probably as
many as 12,000 men and women in uni-
form who are willing to die for this
country today that are having to live
on food stamps. | think that is unac-
ceptable and deplorable that any per-
son that is willing to die for this coun-
try would have to be on food stamps.

So we looked at how we could help
those in the military that are on food
stamps, and we came up with the sug-
gestion from several different sources
that probably the best thing we could
do was to provide a $500 tax credit for
men and women in uniform.

Mr. Speaker, | bring this photograph
of a Marine in my district. This Marine
is getting ready to deploy for Bosnia
for 6 months. We can see standing on
his feet a beautiful little girl, and in
his arms a new baby girl. And | looked
at this photograph, it was in the Ra-
leigh paper in my State of North Caro-
lina, and it has so much meaning and
depth to it that | thought | would have
it blown up so that | could bring it to
the floor of the House or take it to a
committee to remind my colleagues
who make the decision on how we pay
our military and make the decisions on
what we can do to help those men and
women in uniform on food stamps.

We have approximately 60 percent of
the men and women that serve this Na-
tion that, again, are willing to die for
this Nation, that are married. | think
this family from Camp Lejeune getting
ready to deploy shows just how fortu-
nate we are to have men and women
who have families that are willing to
serve this Nation.

When | looked at the fact that we in
Congress last year passed $15 billion in
foreign aid for countries overseas, and
I realize that we have to have foreign
aid and we should have northern aid,
but I think we could reduce it, frankly.
I think | voted against that bill be-
cause we need to take care of the
American people first. And we cer-
tainly need to take care of those in the
military that are serving this Nation.

Then | looked at the fact that the
President recommended that we elimi-
nate the debt of $5 billion to 36 coun-
tries that owe the American taxpayer
$5 billion. So, therefore, we have ex-
cused that debt. | look at what we have
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spent in Bosnia already, somewhere
around $5 billion. | look at what we
spent in Yugoslavia last year, $11 bil-
lion.

Mr. Speaker, to help 12,000 men and
women in uniform on food stamps
would only cost $59 million over 10
years.

I want to also make the point that
this Congress last year passed an Om-
nibus Budget bill that had in excess of
$13 billion in pork barrel spending. Mr.
Speaker, | say again, those of us who
have the privilege to serve in the House
and Senate, we must work together to
help get these men and women off food
stamps that are willing to die for this
country.

Mr. Speaker, | plan to come to the
floor on a regular basis until the lead-
ership, both Republican and Democrat,
work together to help get these men
and women off food stamps, because
they are so important to the defense of
this Nation. We owe them everything
that we can give them and especially
to help get them off food stamps. |
thank the Members of this House, Re-
publican and Democrat, who have co-
sponsored this bill, H.R. 1055, the Mili-
tary Family Food Stamp Tax Credit
Act; and | hope this year we, as a Con-
gress, will do what is necessary to get
these men and women off food stamps.
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MARKING 4TH ANNIVERSARY OF
CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM
LOCKOUT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATourette). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
share the concern of my colleague from
North Carolina on our military pay.
Hopefully we made a down payment
last year and will continue it this year.

My concern, Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers, and what | want to talk about
today is, we are marking the 4th anni-
versary for one of the longest lockouts
in U.S. history that is in my district.
On February 5, 1996, the management
of Crown Central Petroleum ordered
the union workers to leave its refinery
in Pasadena, Texas, and lock the gates
behind them. By the next day, the com-
pany had replaced all 252 union mem-
bers with lower cost and inexperienced
temporary workers.

What caused the lockout? The only
possible reason is Crown Petroleum
wanted to break the union. During the
contract negotiations, the union stated
they had no intentions of striking. In
fact, Crown Petroleum’s reaction was
to order an immediate lockout. Before
negotiators for the employees had a
chance to react, they were escorted out
of the refinery. Crown tried to justify
the lockout by saying that they had
committed actions of sabotage, and yet
Crown later invited these same em-
ployees to return to work provided
they agreed to the company’s demands.
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The concern | have, Mr. Speaker, is if
someone did sabotage the plant, they
need to be prosecuted under the laws,
but management should not use it as a
reason for not allowing these people to
come back to work who had been there
many years.

If they agreed to the company de-
mands, it would have been an elimi-
nation of over 40 percent of the work
force. These highly sensitive jobs, that
are now performed by temporary and
less skilled workers, were issues at the
negotiating table that were very con-
tentious.

The company was trying to rewrite
the entire union contract and elimi-
nate a third of the employees and
eliminate the worker protections for
older employees. The employees were
willing to negotiate, but Crown not
only wanted to have their demands
met, they opted for a lockout. Four
years, Mr. Speaker, is one of the long-
est lockouts in history.

Four years later, friends and neigh-
bors, my constituents, are still not
working. Their lives have been radi-
cally changed for standing up and in-
sisting on safe and fair working condi-
tions. Employees like Marshall Nor-
man, a 16 year employee, had his med-
ical insurance canceled while his wife
was pregnant and his daughter was di-
agnosed with leukemia.

Another constituent, John Grant,
served his country in Vietnam and as a
Marine guard in the White House. He
has only worked sporadically since the
lockout. Hardy Smith, a 25 year em-
ployee, lost his credit and went from
making $18 an hour to $6.50 an hour.
Henry Godbolt, a 24-year employee, is
struggling to make ends meet for his
family, including paying for his daugh-
ter’s education. He is working odd jobs
like mowing lawns and washing win-
dows.

These are good and honest hard
working Americans who are being
forced to struggle because their em-
ployer locked them out. We need to
have an end to this madness.

For the last year, Mr. Speaker, |
have tried to work and offer whatever
assistance my office could to sit down
and work it out between the plant own-
ers and the employees, and we have not
had any luck. Despite many years of
hardships and fighting back to reclaim
their lives, the Paper, Allied-Industrial
and Chemical Energy Workers Union,
PACE, which used to be the Oil Chem-
ical and Atomic Workers Union, is the
union that represents these locked out
workers, along with the AFL-CIO, and
they have been boycotting the Crown
gasoline stations and convenience
stores.

The locked out workers have traveled
to Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina
and South Carolina, Georgia and Ala-
bama to promote this boycott and have
urged union members as well as other
concerned citizens to support them.
The boycott, or the “Don’t Buy Crown
Gasoline”” campaign is endorsed by
groups ranging from the Rainbow/ Push
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Coalition to the Environmental De-
fense Fund to the Labor Union Women.
This is only a small sample of a long
list of groups who have supported this
boycott.

With the employees’ hard work and
persistence, along with the support of
many groups and individuals, the boy-
cott has been successful in decreasing
the sales of Crown gasoline and its
products. The boycott may become our
only hope to bring reason back to this
issue. | would hope that the manage-
ment and the owners of Crown would
realize that not only my constituents
but their former employees want to
work and want to do a good job and
make that a producing plant. Let us
end this nightmare.

Mr. Speaker, this Saturday, Feb-
ruary 5, from 11 a.m. to 2 p.m., many of
these hard working employees will
mark the 4th anniversary of the lock-
out at the PACE local union at 704
Pasadena Freeway.

Mr. Speaker, I was home last week
and met with a few of the members,
and, believe me, | bought this T-shirt
because they could not afford to give it
to us, but it talks about trying to end
the lockout at Crown Petroleum. |
would hope that through this special
order today that we could encourage
not only the employees but also the
management to sit down and get these
people back to work.

ELIMINATE MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY IN A RESPONSIBLE WAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, we have re-
turned here in the year 2000 to begin
our work as the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. One of the first bills that
we will take up will come on, | expect,
February 14. The purpose of this is to
address a problem which has been a fes-
tering issue in our Tax Code; namely,
the so-called marriage tax penalty.

There has been widespread recogni-
tion that it simply is unfair and is in-
consistent with public policy to have a
Tax Code which places a burden on
folks that choose to get married. Now,
as we analyze the Tax Code, there is
both a marriage bonus and a marriage
tax penalty. It is a fairly complex issue
as we work through it. And trying to
root it out of the Tax Code is not nec-
essarily easy nor is it inexpensive.

The Committee on Ways and Means,
I understand, has marked up this bill
today and will be sending it to the
floor for consideration by Valentine’s
Day. That certainly is an appropriate
or a fitting tribute to marriage as an
institution in our Nation, but | submit
that this is premature in terms of con-
sideration on the floor of the House in
the sense that there is a fairly high
price tag to the bill that is coming
from the Ways and Means, and we still
have not had any opportunity to for-
mulate a budget for operations here in
the year 2000.
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I would like to just briefly, for the
benefit of my colleagues, point out
some of the budget considerations that
make this an awkward and inappro-
priate time here in February to take
up the marriage tax penalty legisla-
tion.

This pie chart shows the available
surplus according to the last estimates
or projections from the Congressional
Budget Office. The total surplus over
the next 10 years, if there is an abso-
lute freeze on spending, is projected to
be $1.8 trillion. Now, this is a happy
state of affairs. It is a surplus without
using the Social Security Trust Fund
and the money that is accumulating
there.

Of this surplus, over $1 trillion would
be used if we simply continued the pro-
grams that we have had, with the caps
but with adjustments for inflation. So
this leaves us with a more modest sur-
plus, which is actually around $837 bil-
lion. And this again is over a 10-year
period of time. It would be the green
and the orange portions of this pie
chart.

Now, a portion of even that $837 bil-
lion is not necessarily as easily avail-
able as we would like to think, and
that is because we have certain tax
provisions which are set to expire. And
if they are to be extended, and we have
routinely extended these tax provisions
for the benefit of taxpayers in our soci-
ety; and if we consider the farm aid
legislation, which is expected to be
passed this year and succeeding years,
as it has been in previous years, about
$230 billion, or more than 25 percent of
the $837 billion, would be used for those
tax benefit pieces of legislation and for
farm aid legislation. This leaves us
with the green portion, about $607 bil-
lion.

Even that has a certain duplicitous
character to it because it fails to rec-
ognize that about $200 billion of the
green portion is actually a surplus that
is being generated in the Medicare
trust fund.

Now, we have all taken a fairly sol-
emn pledge that we will not go into the
Social Security Trust Fund to finance
government expenditures or to finance
tax reduction that Social Security has
to be protected from that type of inva-
sion. But | submit that if we are hear-
ing from our hospitals and other health
care providers at home, we are pre-
paring ourselves to make a parallel
commitment to the Medicare program.
Medicare is financially more precar-
ious than Social Security, and we cer-
tainly have thousands and thousands of
health care providers around the coun-
try that have been sharing with us the
struggle that they are going through
with the cutbacks that have been made
in financing Medicare.

So | would submit that there are sev-
eral hundred billion dollars there that
is also unavailable. So what | would
urge my colleagues to do is to make
sure that we responsibly deal with the
marriage tax penalty legislation so
that we do not somehow handicap our-
selves in developing a proper budget.
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ELIMINATING THE MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. McCINTOSH) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, my
topic today will be exactly the topic
that the gentleman prior to me spoke
about, the elimination of the marriage
tax penalty. And, in a way, | am glad
he came and spoke to us about that,
because the point he made is we have
to do this within the context of a bal-
anced budget. But he talked about a
surplus of $1.8 trillion over the next 10
years. The bill that is being marked up
today in committee, which is a bipar-
tisan bill, the Weller-Mclntosh-Danner
Marriage Penalty Elimination Bill,
that will impact that budget only by
one-tenth of that projected surplus, or
$180 billion.

So | say to my colleagues that | dis-
agree with the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. MINGE). We must move for-
ward now, in fact, we should have done
it yesterday, to eliminate this mar-
riage penalty in our Tax Code.

Now, there are organized lobbies for
all the other things he mentioned.
There are organized lobbies for pay-
ments to hospitals, payments to farm-
ers; there are organized lobbies for tax
credits to businesses; there are orga-
nized lobbies that petition us daily to
spend money on all of that reflected on
his pie chart. But there are no orga-
nized lobbies here in Washington say-
ing protect families from having to pay
an additional burden on their taxes.

I want to thank my cosponsors, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
and the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. DANNER), for helping me to create
the bipartisan momentum so that this
Congress now can finally do something
for those families. We do not have to
wait. We should not wait. We know
what needs to get done.

Now, let me share with my col-
leagues during this hour some of the
complex parts of this marriage penalty,
and then | want to also introduce some
of our friends and colleagues who have
been supporters of it. But | want to
start this with a reflection of 3 years
ago. Three years ago this month 1 re-
ceived a letter that changed my career
in Congress. It was a letter from a con-
stituent of mine talking about how the
marriage penalty affected her and urg-
ing me to do something about it. And
that changed my priorities on what I
was going to fight for here in Wash-
ington, and | have been fighting to
eliminate that marriage penalty really
ever since | got that letter.

So | want to share with my col-
leagues now, 3 years later, what a
young lady from my Congressional Dis-
trict, a young lady named Sharon Mal-
lory, wrote to me that got me thinking
about our priorities here. She said,
“Dear Representative Mclntosh: My
boyfriend, Darryl Pierce, and | have
been living together for quite some
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time. We would very much like to get
married. We both work at the Ford
Electronics in Connersville.” It is a
factory there. ‘““We both make less than
$10 an hour, however, we try to work
overtime whenever it is available, and
also Darryl does some farming on the
side.”
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So my colleagues can see Sharon and
Darryl are your typical middle-class
working family. She goes on to say, ‘I
can’t tell you how disgusted we both
are over this tax issue. If we get mar-
ried, not only would | forfeit my $900
tax refund check, we would be writing
a check to the IRS for $2,800. This
amount was figured for us by an ac-
countant at the local H&R Block office
in New Castle.

“Now, there is nothing right about
this. After we continually hear govern-
ment preach to us about family values.
Nothing new about the hypocrites in
Washington.”” As my colleagues can
see, Sharon had some harsh words for
us here, “Why don’t we do away with
the current tax system? It is old and
outdated, antiquated.

“The flat tax is the most sensible
method to use, and no one is being pe-
nalized; everyone would be treated the
same. | don’t understand how the gov-
ernment can ask such questions as are
you single? Are you married? Do you
have any dependents? Employers,
bankers, realtors and creditors are for-
bidden by law to ask these questions.
The same should apply to the govern-
ment.”’

This is what really got my attention,
I have to share with my colleagues
when | read this letter, “Darryl and |
would very much like to be married.
And | must say it broke our hearts
when we found out we cannot afford it.
We hope some day, some day, the gov-
ernment will allow us to get married
by not penalizing us, Sharon Mallory
and Darryl Pierce.”

As | said, that letter changed my life,
because it changed the priorities that |
have in working here in Washington. |
brought Sharon and Darryl out here to
a hearing a few years ago. They shared
with my colleagues the penalty that is
stopping them from getting married.
They shared with the Speaker the
plight they had. He became a cosponsor
of our bill.

My fondest hope is when | return
home after this session of Congress |
can get together with Sharon and
Darryl and say we did it; we eliminated
the marriage penalty tax for you and
married couples all over this country.

Now, let me introduce a gentleman
who has been waiting very patiently
today to join us in this special order, a
colleague of mine who has a lot of ex-
perience and wisdom about how this
process works.

| yield to the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) to talk about this
issue.

(Mr. SKEEN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank the gentleman from Indiana for
yielding to me to speak in support of
H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Penalty Re-
lief Act of the year 2000.

Americans, | think, have spoken loud
and clear on this issue. | have heard
from several of my constituents in
Southern New Mexico who feel that the
current tax on married couples is bla-
tantly unfair.

During their marriage ceremony,
couples say ““lI do” to a lifetime of love
and devotion, not higher taxes.

The institution of marriage is the
foundation of our country’s past, its
present, and its future. It is hard to
imagine our Nation having a tax code
and structure which unfairly taxes
those who get married and have a fam-
ily. That is not right, and it is very un-
fair.

It is time to end the marriage tax
penalty. In fact, our current Tax Code
punishes working couples by pushing
them into higher tax brackets, taxing
the income of the second wage earner
at a much higher rate than individuals
who are unmarried.

On average, this penalty amounts to
almost $1,400 per year, more than
enough to pay for a ROTH or Education
IRA account, buy a family computer
with an Internet highway ramp, pay
some mortgage payments on the family
home, or buy important necessities for
the family home such as clothes and
food.

This unfair tax most often hits mid-
dle-income Americans, people who earn
from $25,000 per year to $75,000 per year.

In the State of the Union message to
Congress last week, the President pro-
posed abolishing this tax over the next
10 years. Folks, our families cannot
wait that long.

Mr. Speaker, by acting now, we will
prevent even more working couples
from being punished in the future. By
acting now, we will help working cou-
ples keep more of their own money,
each year helping American families
make their dream come true.

By acting now, it will end this unfair
tax which penalizes married couples.

| have already added my strong sup-
port to the Marriage Tax Penalty Re-
lief Act of 2000. I call for all of my col-
leagues to support this bill as soon as
it reaches the floor of the House of
Representatives.

We can do no less to right this wrong.
I thank the gentleman for the time he
has yielded and for the interest he has
shown in letting young people be young
people, but married, and for strength-
ening this country.

Mr. MCINTOSH. | thank the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN)
and thank him for his support of this
bill. It means a lot to me.

Mr. SKEEN. It is a pleasure.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let me
also yield to a colleague of mine. Al-
though, we are on opposite sides of the
aisle, and that sometimes means you
do not get to work closely together
with each other, but someone who |
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have come to admire greatly. We
shared an office down the hall from
each other.

I know in her heart she cares about
people. She cares about families. She
has been good enough to join us as one
of the lead cosponsors on this bill,
making it a strong bipartisan bill.

| yield to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Ms. DANNER).

(Ms. DANNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-

marks.)
Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, 1 would like to thank my colleague

for the courtesy of asking me to be the
Democrat lead cosponsor. | am pleased
to be able to do that because | feel very
strongly about this bill.

Mr. Speaker, | know that other
speakers have talked about this issue,
we have heard several already, about
the benefits of eliminating the mar-
riage tax penalty.

Today, | would like to share with my
colleagues and with the public Mis-
souri’s experience, my home State’s ex-
perience, and, indeed, Missouri’s lead-
ership on this issue.

My colleague, the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) mentioned
marriage and taking the vows. When
the minister utters that phrase ‘‘for
better or worse,” although the couple
does not realize it at the time, that
phrase applies to how they are going to
file their State and Federal income
tax. Obviously, they are thinking of
something else at that moment in
time. But that will come home to
haunt them, | am afraid, ‘‘the better or
worse”” with regard to the tax issue.
For some taxpayers, it is better than
for others.

These are the couples who file in a
State which, like my home State of
Missouri, permit married couples to
file separately on the same tax form.

Despite the loss of revenue that has
been mentioned before when people are
not paying in as singles but paying in
as a married couple, once again, my
State of Missouri has consistently been
able to refund money to those who pay
State income tax.

Missouri is known, | think many of
my colleagues know, as the “Show Me”’
State. And | think it has shown the
Federal Government that there should
be and is fairness and equity in the way
our State income tax system addresses
the issue of taxes levied upon married
couples.

Married couples filing in Missouri
have two options. They can file jointly
or separately, using whichever option
imposes the least amount of taxes upon
their income. That is, | think, as it
should be.

Many years ago, Missouri’s General
Assembly, where | served proudly as a
State senator for 10 years, so | know a
bit about Missouri’s General Assembly,
gave couples relief from the marriage
penalty; and last year our State still
provided income tax payers with a re-
fund.

I believe that the Congress can and
should do no less than to afford those
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who pay the Federal income tax the
same option that Missourians have, to
file a tax return that causes them the
least amount of taxes to be paid.

Once again, | thank my colleague. It
is a pleasure to join with him in this
very, very worthwhile piece of legisla-
tion, a piece of legislation that he and
I and literally hundreds of our col-
leagues who have signed onto H.R. 6
know will benefit the people that we
serve.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from Missouri (Ms.
DANNER) for her leadership on this.

There were a lot of skeptics when we
first started. Does it make a dif-
ference? How can we fit it into the
budget with our other priorities? And
she was instrumental in helping us
build a bipartisan body of support for
that and convincing many of our col-
leagues that this needs to be a priority.

I suppose | am quite confident that
her leadership on that helped this year
with the President’s support for Con-
gress doing something to eliminate the
marriage penalty, and that is impor-
tant that we get everybody behind this.

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, one of
the things that | was very excited
about in the State of the Union address
was the fact that the President did in-
clude that. And so, it shows you, it
shows me, it shows our colleagues that
we have some mutual interests there
and that what we have to do is bring
these two bills, his ideas and our ideas,
to some kind of a mutual agreement
that we can all support.

And | have been reading several
things lately that indicate to me that
the executive branch is very, very will-
ing to work with those of us in the leg-
islative branch to accomplish that pur-
pose.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for her comments,
and her participation helps enor-
mously.

I know what it is like to be working
in an executive branch and to wonder if
a Congress controlled by the other
party is doing what is right or trying
to do something that gets a political
advantage. And | think when they see
leadership from someone of her stature
and her caring on the same political
side, they realize that this is what is
good for Americans, it is not about pol-
itics; it is what is good for Americans.

So her leadership in that way will
bring a lot towards getting this bill
passed, and | thank her for that.

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to work with my colleague on
this.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let me
share with my colleagues and folks
who may be watching. They may ask
themselves, how did we get into this
position of having a marriage penalty
tax. Surely, Congress never voted to
suddenly start taxing marriage. And to
be honest, it happened very quietly,
very subtly that people did not really
focus on around here.
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For 30 years now, there have been
two things in the Tax Code that ulti-
mately effectively created that mar-
riage penalty tax. The first is that
there is a difference in the amount
they get as a standard deduction.

If they are two single people, both of
them earning a living, living together,
not living together, they get a stand-
ard deduction that is about $4,200. We
would think that would double, so it
would be $8,500. If they get married,
they only qualify for a standard deduc-
tion of $7,100. So there is a $1,400 dif-
ference in the amount they get as a
standard deduction off their taxes.
That means they end up paying more
taxes when they get married.

The second way that this marriage
penalty has crept into our tax system
is through the bracket creep. If they
are both earning, say, $30,000, the gen-
tleman may be a carpenter who earns
$30,000 and he marries a young lady
who is a teacher who is earning $30,000,
they both pay as single people in the 15
percent bracket. That is how much
their tax burden is, 15 percent of their
income after they adjust for the deduc-
tions. If they get married, they get
thrown into a higher tax bracket be-
cause then they are making $60,000 to-
gether.

And because those brackets are not
doubled, where if they are two people
they get twice as much before they get
kicked into the next bracket, they ef-
fectively pay a higher rate on their
combined income just because they are
married. Those are the two major ways
in which our Tax Code ends up inflict-
ing a marriage penalty tax.

Now it affects 40 million families in
this country. It affects them on aver-
age by asking them to pay $1,400 more
just because they are married.

Let me share with my colleagues
what does our bill do, what H.R. 6, the
Weller-Mclntosh-Danner bill, does to
relieve that marriage penalty.

First, it immediately equalizes that
difference on the standard deduction.
So that, beginning in 2001, if they are a
single person, their standard deduction
is $4,250. If they are married and filing
jointly, they get double that for two
people. No difference, no marriage pen-
alty in the standard deduction starting
immediately.

Second, it phases in a gradual in-
crease in the 15-percent bracket cutoff.
So that when they are married, they do
not ultimately get thrown into a high-
er tax bracket, at least for that 15-per-
cent level.

That, by the way, helps all taxpayers.
Because we all pay some of our income
at 15 percent. If we make more, we pay
the rest of it at a higher rate.

The third thing it does is it increases
the beginning point of a phase-out of
the marriage penalty for those working
families that are at the low end of the
scale and they are getting earned in-
come tax credit.

What it essentially does is, say they
are a single dad and they are working
in a low-income wage, minimum wage,
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and they are a single mom also making
minimum wage, if they start a new
family together, they will give up what
the Government helps them with
earned income tax credit. And a lot of
times they go from receiving an earned
income tax credit to paying more in in-
come taxes.
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So it is a true burden on those who
can least afford to pay it. Our bill gives
them an extra $2,000 of leeway in that
program on the earned income tax
credit.

Mr. Speaker, | notice that one of our
colleagues who has been a strong sup-
porter of eliminating the marriage pen-
alty and sits on the important com-
mittee to help us make sure we can af-
ford to do that in the rest of the budget
is with us.

I yield to my good friend and col-
league the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. | thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana for yielding to
me. | want to commend him on his
work for what he is doing. It is amaz-
ing that in this society where our gov-
ernment has all kinds of rules, regula-
tions and taxes to encourage and to
discourage certain behaviors, that here
we have really a frontal assault on
married couples all over America, say-
ing that if you get married, we are
going to penalize you. If you want to
just live together, it is no problem, we
will not increase your taxes.

It is ridiculous when we think about
the importance of marriage as an insti-
tution for our economic stability, for
our social stability, really as a way to
continue the race, if you will, marriage
is a profound institution. Here we are
talking about two potential plans. One
plan basically almost gives you a car
payment, a monthly car payment, $210.
The kind of bombs that | drive, you
cannot even get financing on, but if
you could $210 would certainly pay for
it. The other one is good for maybe 3
months’ worth of house payments, to
say to a married couple, we want to
help you and here is one worthy place
because you are going to need a house,
to put that money, that makes sense.
Serving 28 million people versus 9 mil-
lion people. | think that it is proper for
us to aggressively try to help as many
married couples as possible and not try
to take the Washington approach
where, yes, if you vote for this lesser
plan, you can leave Washington and
you can go back home to the Rotary
clubs and the Kiwanis clubs, the folks
in your church and synagogue and say,
“Oh, yeah, I'm a strong supporter of
the marriage tax penalty,” because
technically you can. But there is an old
expression we used to say in the Geor-
gia legislature, it is like holding up a
little fish and saying, ‘‘Hold still, little
fish, I’'m not going to do anything but
gut you.”” That is what the administra-
tion and the Democrat proposal does.
Yes, it is a marriage tax penalty relief
bill but it basically guts the entire in-
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tent of it. It does not help a broad spec-
trum of people and it does not give any
real help to those it can. It is ironic
that those who a few years ago were
laughing at our $500 per child tax cred-
it, saying what is that going to do to
help people, now want to have full elec-
tion-year bragging rights on a $210 tax
credit. It does not make sense. | plan
to support the legislation that the gen-
tleman from Indiana is cosponsoring. |
encourage him to keep up the good
work.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, let me
share with the gentleman from Georgia
and my colleagues the chart that I
have next to me that really shows the
differences between the President’s
proposal and our Republican congres-
sional proposal. Let me say at the out-
set, | was happy that President Clinton
put that on the agenda in the State of
the Union address, because now we
have gotten over the threshold ques-
tion on both sides of the aisle, of do we
do anything to help married families.
For a long time, there was resistance
for doing anything about this. So it is
a step in the right direction that Presi-
dent Clinton has come forward with
this proposal. But | think we could do
much better.

On the left-hand side of this chart,
we see the details about President Clin-
ton’s marriage penalty plan. It is $45
billion in tax relief over 10 years. The
Republican plan is four times that, $180
billion in tax relief. To put that in con-
text, as the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. MINGE) pointed out, over those
same 10 years, we have 10 times that,
or $1.8 trillion in projected surplus. So
this is a drop in the bucket when we
are dealing with the surpluses we are
expecting here in Washington.

The second line shows that the total
relief is limited, it is capped in the
President’s proposal to $210 per couple.
That is less than half of that $500 per
child tax credit that we passed, and
much less than half of the total burden
that the average married couple will
pay when they are hit with a marriage
penalty.

The Republican plan gives relief up
to $1,400 per couple, roughly seven
times the President’s does if you are at
that maximum level.

The third point is that if you look at
what the President has done, he has
eliminated just one of the two major
causes of the marriage penalty. His
proposal is to double that standard de-
duction, eliminate that first problem
we talked about. But he does nothing
about the brackets, and the fact that
you get thrown into a higher tax
bracket when both the husband and the
wife are working and earning income.
He also does not do it right away. He
phases it in over that 10-year period.
Our proposal is to eliminate that
standard deduction problem imme-
diately, so that in 2001, there is no dif-
ference, if you are married or if you are
single, everybody gets the same stand-
ard deduction. Then we go beyond that
and we start to tackle that problem of
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the differences in the tax brackets, so
that over the 10-year period, we have
equalized the difference in the 15 per-
cent tax bracket. That is the tax
bracket that most working middle-
class Americans have to pay. Right
now if you are a working-class family
where you are earning $30,000, the hus-
band is, and the wife is earning another
$30,000, you would stay in that 15 per-
cent bracket if you were divorced or if
you were single, two individual people,
but the minute you get married, part
of your income gets thrown into that
higher bracket, the 28 percent bracket.
You start to be treated as somebody in
the upper middle class would be taxed.
And so we would phase out that dif-
ference and allow everybody to have re-
lief from that tax bracket creep.

The fourth point on the chart shows
who would be helped by this. Under the
President’s plan, only those individuals
who use the short form, or the 1040-EZ
form, would benefit. By the way, they
do not benefit by very much at the be-
ginning. Ten years from now, they get
the full benefit when that standard de-
duction is equalized. Our proposal helps
all families who are hit with the mar-
riage penalty, whether you use a short
form, an EZ form or whether you de-
duct. A lot of homeowners have to de-
duct, because that is the only way that
they can take that deduction for inter-
est on their mortgage. Under the Presi-
dent’s plan, they do not qualify for any
kind of marriage penalty relief. Under
our plan, they would get equal treat-
ment. And then the bottom line there
shows how many people would be bene-
fited by the two plans. Under President
Clinton’s plan, only 9 million Ameri-
cans would be affected by this.

I am not saying that is bad. We need
to help those 9 million Americans, and
I am delighted that the President has
put this on the table in his State of the
Union address. But our plan goes way
beyond that. We help three times the
number of Americans who are married,
earning a living, trying to save for the
future for their children. The reason |
brought this chart out here is it is easy
to see for me, by far, the best plan is
the one that we are going to be pro-
ducing on the floor of this House, the
Weller-Mclntosh-Danner bill that the
committee is marking up. We need to
step back and look at this and say,
Let’s do something real. Let’s not do a
kind of cheap thrills, down-and-dirty
version where we get political credit.
Let’s do something that helps people
who are being hit with this marriage
penalty.

What does all of this mean for the av-
erage family? We talk about budgets of
$1.8 trillion, we talk about an impact of
a bill of $180 billion over 10 years. But
what does it really mean for an average
family in this country? The average
family with two incomes, when our bill
is fully in force, will have $1,400 more
in income. That is 3 months of child
care. That is a semester of tuition at a
community college. It is 4 months of
the typical car payment. It can buy
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school clothes and supplies for chil-
dren. It can pay for a family vacation.
It helps with escalating health insur-
ance premiums. For some families it
lets them keep a down payment. | got
some e-mails from people who told me
when they were first married, they had
saved two or $3,000, and then they did
their taxes and suddenly found they
had to pay all of that in extra income
taxes and so their savings account that
they had saved up hoping that they
would be able to afford a down pay-
ment on a house as a newly married
young couple suddenly was not there
for them anymore. This tax relief will
make a big difference on the bottom
line for the average American family.

The marriage penalty is particularly
bad for women. | often think of it as
the women’s discriminatory tax provi-
sion, because what happens is for many
women in our society, they begin with
a career, and then at some point in
their life, they start a family. They
make a choice. Some people do not
have this choice but many make the
choice of scaling back, or stopping
working for a period of time to raise
their children. When their children are
old enough, they may want to go back
into the workforce and have a chance
once again to pick up their careers.
Today if they do that and this mar-
riage penalty tax is on the books, they
get hit effectively with a 50 percent
marginal income tax rate, because all
of that tax comes out of that addi-
tional income.

The demographic statistics from CBO
show that almost three-quarters of
America’s families are two-earner cou-
ples. Obviously a record number of
women are deciding to pursue their ca-
reers and enter the workforce. It is
wrong that we have a tax provision, an
antiquated tax provision that penalizes
and discriminates against women who
want to contribute to their family in-
come.

The marriage penalty is also dis-
proportionately burdensome for mi-
norities. African Americans are par-
ticularly devastated by the marriage
tax. The marriage penalty occurs when
both spouses work and make roughly
the same income. Women in black fam-
ilies have historically entered the
workforce in much larger numbers and
earn a much larger percentage of the
household income than society as a
whole. In fact, 73 percent of the mar-
ried black women are breadwinners and
black women contribute approximately
40 percent of their household income.
That is a much higher percentage than
the typical family in our society. They
are paying more taxes when they are
married and contributing to that fam-
ily income. Our legislation will bring
fairness back to that, so that minori-
ties will not be hit with this unfair
marriage penalty tax.

One of the things that people ask me
is, “Will it make a difference? You
have talked about needing the strength
in families and one of the reasons you
bring this bill to the House floor is so
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that we can strengthen families, but
does it make a difference? You cannot
tell me that $1,400 really makes a dif-
ference in what people do in their fam-
ily life.”

I wish that were the case. Statistics
show that financial difficulty is the
number one reason for breakdowns of
families in our society.

I want to share with my colleagues
an e-mail that | received. | have re-
ceived over 1,000 of them since we
started 3 years ago on this crusade to
eliminate the marriage penalty tax.
This one came from a young man from
Virginia, a young man named Tom
Flynn. | will share with my colleagues
what he had to say about this:

“l am a very concerned young tax-
payer who has been married for just
over 2 years.” He wrote this in 1997. ““I
am 26 years old and my wife turns 25 in
December. | cannot accurately esti-
mate how much my wife and | have
been penalized by the marriage penalty
since we just got married. However,
judging by the information you have
posted on your website, we certainly fit
the category of those affected by this
outrage. My wife and | will now make
approximately $70,000 in combined in-
come. We are trying to save as much as
we can but it seems that we just get by
paying bill after bill month after
month. Regardless, taxes are Kkilling
my wife and | and many other young
people just like us. We hope to start a
family next year. But are afraid to do
so because we feel we are not finan-
cially ready. When is Congress going to
keep its promise and deliver some real
tax relief to people like my wife and
me?”’

One of the things that we also re-
ceived is an e-mail from a young gen-
tleman, also from Virginia, Andrew
Barrington, who described what hap-
pened in his life. They, too, had been
married a little over 2 years. He goes
on to say in his e-mail, ““We grew up
together and began dating when we
were 18. After dating for 3 years, we de-
cided that the next natural step in our
lives together would be to get married.
I cannot tell you how much joy that
has brought us. But | must tell you
that the tax penalty that was inflicted
on us has been the only real source of
pain that our marriage has suffered.
The first year we paid taxes and it was
bad, but we were able to get on top of
it and pay for those taxes. The second
year was more, and more than we could
have ever expected, and we are still
paying the government monthly for it.
It scares us what next year will hold
for us as far as taxes are concerned. By
the time we finish paying this year’s
taxes, we will need to start all over
again. If last year is any indication, it
will only get worse. Thank you for
doing everything you can to eliminate
the marriage penalty tax.”
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I can share with you other e-mails.

One young lady wrote to me that her

family, which was now a broken fam-
ily, her marriage that did not succeed,
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she thinks the problems started back
when they first got married and they
did not realize they would get hit with
this financial penalty and they started
fighting about finances. So she said,
“You know, in a way, the marriage
penalty probably was the reason our
marriage broke apart.” It was a sad e-
mail to read.

This is something we must take seri-
ously. Strong families are key to the
success in our future and our commu-
nity. It is no coincidence that the mar-
riage penalty went into the books 30
years ago and that we have seen a
steady decline in families and the
health of families in this country ever
since.

For the average American today, the
probability if they get married of that
marriage succeeding and not ending in
divorce is less than 50 percent. Chances
are, 60 percent of the time that mar-
riage will fall apart.

The percentage of married couples
households has plummeted from 71 per-
cent of all households to just barely
over half the households, 55 percent. It
is bad for single moms. You see more of
them; it is bad for single dads who have
this pressure. And | have nothing
against single parents.

By the way, my mom raised me and
my two sisters and a brother as a sin-
gle mom when my dad passed away
from cancer when | was just 5 years
old. I have a lot of admiration for her
and women like her struggling to raise
their families. But we knew life would
have been better if my father would
have been there, and | think everybody
in that circumstance knows if you can
have an intact family, you can do more
for your children.

Why put an extra burden in the Tax
Code to families who are already strug-
gling to raise children?

Let me share with you what some of
the studies show happens when the
family breaks apart. It is bad for par-
ents. They have a shorter life expect-
ancy; they have a greater incidence of
disease, suicide and accidental mor-
tality. The death rate among men who
are non-smokers but divorced is almost
the same as married men who smoke,
and we recognize around here that
smoking is deadly. But in fact the sta-
tistics show that for men who are di-
vorced and do not smoke, they are at
as great a risk as men who smoke in a
married family.

Overall, the premature death rate is
four times higher among divorced
white men than that amount for their
married counterparts. They are in
worse physical health. They develop
greater incidence of lung disease and
psychiatric disorder. They are at lower
economic well-being.

Many divorced adults, particularly
young mothers, are thrown into pov-
erty. Today, 50 percent of the single-
mother families are poor. In stark con-
trast, only 8 percent of families with a
mother and dad are in the category la-
beled poor. The average income for a
single-mother family is $13,000; $13,000
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for average families with a single mom
raising their children. As | said, | know
what it is to be there; and | know the
sacrifices those moms are making for
those children, because my mom did
the same thing for me.

But contrast that to the average in-
come in a married household with a
mother and father. The average is
$40,000 in this country. Now, it is even
more problematic when you look at
what is happening to our children, be-
cause children from broken families
are four times more likely to use
drugs; they are three times more likely
to commit suicide; and they are twice
as likely to drop out of school.

Children of broken families end up
being more likely to engage in violent
crimes. Seventy-two percent of the
young people who end up murdering
someone grew up without a father.
Sixty percent of America’s rapists grew
up in homes without a father. Seventy
percent of the juveniles in State re-
form institutions grew up with a sin-
gle-parent or no-parent family. The in-
fluence of good families is critical for
these young people.

Again | ask the question, why should
we make it harder for those families to
stay together by taxing them more
when they are married? It is wrong,
and we must do something to eliminate
that in our Tax Code.

Statistics show that alcohol and drug
abuse goes way up. The absence of a fa-
ther, reports the Study on Fatherhood,
from the home, affects significantly
the behavior of adolescents, and results
in greater use of alcohol and mari-
juana.

Suicide, 75 percent of the teenage sui-
cides occur in households that have
been a broken household.

Poorer school performance, at least
one-third of children experiencing a pa-
rental separation demonstrate a sig-
nificant decline in academic perform-
ance. Fatherless children, as | men-
tioned earlier, are twice as likely to
drop out of school.

Welfare dependency, over 50 percent
of the new welfare cases are due to
births of unmarried women. Ninety
percent of children on welfare are from
homes with only one parent.

So we can see this is having a dev-
astating impact upon our young peo-
ple, our children. And if it just helps
one family to meet the bills they need
to pay, to be able to stay together
through tough times, if the love that
they started out with when a young
man and young woman get married
starts to dim because they are strug-
gling to pay the bills and struggling to
make ends meet, if we can just help
one of those families make it through
those tough times, to realize that a
strong family will bring them numer-
ous joys and stick together and help
their children, then this bill would
have been worth every penny of the
$180 billion in revenue that stays in the
hands of the American taxpayer.

By the way, | would share with my
colleagues that the American people
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are with us. There may not be a lot of
lobbyists here in Washington beating
down our doors saying ‘‘eliminate the
marriage penalty tax,” and there may
be a lot of competition for other people
for the tax dollars that we collect here,
but 85 percent of the Americans polled
say the marriage penalty tax is unfair,
sixty-one percent think it is extremely
unfair, and 80 percent of the Americans
favor elimination of the marriage pen-
alty tax.

We need to listen to those voices.
They know intuitively that we have to
strengthen families in this country.
They know intuitively it is wrong for
married couples to pay more in taxes
just because they are married. They
know in their hearts that we must do
better and we must eliminate the mar-
riage penalty tax.

I want to now turn to one of my col-
leagues who has been a strong advocate
of strengthening families in the Con-
gress, a gentleman who has been a
leader in the Family Caucus, a strong
supporter of our bill to eliminate the
marriage penalty tax, my good friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. | thank the
gentleman, and | appreciate his yield-
ing. | definitely want to thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH)
for the leadership he has provided on
this critical issue.

We have had several Members of our
Republican Conference who have led
the charge, so to speak. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) is one, and
the other one that comes to my mind is
yourself.

The Tax Code, as everybody knows, is
very complicated and so is knowing
how to repair it so that it is not a Tax
Code that encourages people to live out
of wedlock, how do we repair it to
make sure it is not a Tax Code that
discourages marriage. | first became
interested in this subject actually
years before | got elected to the U.S.
House when | was still practicing medi-
cine, and | had people coming in my of-
fice who |1 knew were living together
physically as husband and wife, but
they had different last names, not be-
cause the wife chose to keep her maid-
en name, but because they had actually
not married.

Some of these individuals were senior
citizens, which was another thing that
amazed me. They knew when | talked
to them about this issue, they knew
they were setting a bad example for
their grandchildren, living out of wed-
lock together, but always it was the
same story. ‘“‘If we get married, our tax
burden would go up so much, that we
live together out of wedlock.”

To me, in my opinion, this is a moral
issue. This is an example of how our
laws in Washington encourage a bad
thing. It is actually morally wrong to
have a Tax Code that discourages mar-
riage and encourages people to live out
of wedlock, especially people who say
they would like to get married, they
want to get married, but they do not do
so because of the code.
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One of the biggest reasons why we
have so many features in our Tax Code
like this is this desire on the part of so
many liberals in this city to create a
Tax Code where tax breaks and tax
benefits phase out if you make above
$60,000, or above $50,000, or above $80,000
or above $100,000, this desire to always
tax the rich. One of the consequences
of that is if you get two working people
who come together, they are imme-
diately in this tax bracket where all of
their tax benefits or breaks disappear
and they are better off not getting
married.

One of the things that has been
shown repeatedly by psychologists is
that one of the things that is most
critical and most helpful to the proper
intellectual development of a child,
growing up in a family, in terms of are
they going to stay off of drugs, are
they going to have good academic per-
formance, are they going to do well in
school, is a healthy, stable, married
family environment, that they have a
mother and a father in the home, and
that every social scientist and every
politician who follows these statistics,
they all go around saying that we need
to encourage marriage and we need to
do what we can to support marriage in
the United States, but yet they will
stand by idly and do nothing about this
problem.

| want to address this proposal by the
President. This proposal by the Presi-
dent is a day late and a dollar short, as
far as | am concerned. No, it is not a
day late, it is 8 years late; and it is not
a dollar short, it is about $10 or $20 bil-
lion a year short.

His proposal just does not go far
enough. It is going to help some people,
true; but for an awful lot of people,
they will continue to have the same
choice put before them. It will be get
married and pay higher taxes or live
together out of wedlock.

The Republican GOP plan is real
marriage penalty relief. The Presi-
dent’s plan is, again, the same sort of
status quo. The marriage penalty will
remain for millions of Americans. Ac-
tually, the difference is about 17 mil-
lion Americans.

Our proposal is easily paid for. We
are looking at close to $2 trillion of
surplus over the next 10 years, and this
proposal is going to cost $180 billion
over the next 10 years. Essentially one-
tenth of the surplus would go to cor-
recting this measure in our Tax Code.

It is a good plan. | believe the Presi-
dent should sign this. | commend again
the gentleman from Indiana for his
work in this area. | believe ultimately
the President will sign this once the
public begins to see and analyze the
features of this bill and how it really
would be good for our Nation to get rid
of these problems in the Tax Code.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for his good work and
strong support of this bill. | appreciate
it enormously, working with the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, let me now yield time
to a good friend of mine, also from In-
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diana, we have worked in the trenches
together on this and many projects, my
good friend the gentleman from the 4th
District of Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend from Indiana. It was great to
see our friend from Florida. This is
such a Midwestern value; it is great to
see it is a Southern value as well, along
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) and the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. McINTOsH). But this has sup-
port from all across America because
of the inequity of the Tax Code.

I want to congratulate my colleague
for his leadership and persistence in
pushing this and not going away when
people said, no, we want to do other
things, and his persistence, along with
the gentleman from |Illinois (Mr.
WELLER). If this indeed happens and
with the President at least paying lip
service to part of it, this is the year
when this may actually happen, and it
will be a great crowning achievement
as you go back to lead us in Indiana.

Let me mention a couple of things.
There are different types of tax cuts.
Some types of tax cuts are oriented to-
ward economic growth, where we try to
say how can we keep our interest rates
down, how can we keep our inflation
down, how can we keep this tremen-
dous growth going in the economy.
Capital gains, investment tax credits,
targeted inheritance tax relief, those
things keep our economy going, but
some tax relief is necessary because
they plain flat out are unfair.
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In the marriage penalty, one of the
problems here is that it just discrimi-
nates; it is a lack of equity and it
catches and punishes one group of peo-
ple and benefits another group of peo-
ple.

There are several letters and e-mails
here to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. MCINTOSH), but I wanted to read a
couple of them because sometimes
when we hear statements like the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON)
made, well, people might make deci-
sions on their marriage based on the
take liability, one goes, oh, no, come
on, you right-wingers, you are just
making this kind of stuff up.

But here is one from Montana to
Dave that says, my husband and | both
work. We are 50 and 55 years old. This
is a second marriage for both of us. We
delayed our marriage for a number of
years because of the tax consequences
and lived together. It caused a great
deal of stress and lots of anguish. My
son and his fiance simply have not
married also for tax reasons. They
would take a large tax hit if they mar-
ried.

Do not say it is some hypothetical,
paranoia, conservative thing. There are
actually people in America, right or
wrong, who are making these decisions
because tax policy does have actual
consequences on people’s behavior be-
cause it is a lot of money. They are
trying to figure out what can we do to
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start a home, how can we buy a house,
how can we get the best education for
our Kkids, how can we get good health
care, and then the government ham-
mers you if you get married. It can
cause people at the margin to do that.

Here is another letter to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH):
My husband and | are both 81 years old.
Before we married our lawyers advised
us that we would be better off finan-
cially to remain single. We listened but
did not heed. The full impact of what
we were told struck us after our ac-
countant computed our income tax.
With approximately the same income,
my portion of the tax increased from
$4,200 to $10,000. My husband’s portion
of the tax also increased dramatically.

We were shocked, to say the least,
and have actually considered an annul-
ment or divorce to avoid a recurrence
of this situation.

This one is from Florida. | have had
people call me on the phone, come up
to meetings, tell me they have cal-
culated how much they would have
saved if they had each been single.
They not only would have gotten tax
benefits, they might have been eligible
for Pell grants for college as opposed to
having to fund their college. There are
all sorts of government programs that
we have that are really penalties for
being married as opposed to being sin-
gle, but the marriage penalty is the
most flagrant. We have it built into
our Tax Code.

Let me make one other comment
here. | find one of the greatest ironies
in America is right now is how we deal
with the marriage penalty. The Presi-
dent appears to want to cap this to
only let some people benefit from it.
The irony with this is the primary ben-
eficiary in the marriage penalty relief
is going to be working women. Because
of the way families are traditionally
structured, it is that additional income
that is really getting whacked, and
they are making decisions of how many
hours they work, how much they are in
the workforce.

The President in the State of the
Union address came down here, talked
about comparable worth. He talked
about how women were not making as
much as men in society, talked about
glass ceilings. The marriage penalty is
a glass ceiling on the income of women
in America; and if you cap that, as the
President has proposed to do, rather
than the type of legislation that the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
McINTOSH) and the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. WELLER) are proposing to
do, what you are doing is saying it is
okay for women to make a certain
amount of money but after someone
adds a second income to their family,
or in cases of some families where the
woman is the primary and the highest
income and the man adds a second in-
come, after a certain point we are
going to tax them differently than if
they stayed single.

This has inadvertently become one of
the primary reasons we have a glass
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ceiling in this country. It is one of the
primary reasons why there are earning
differentials. The last thing we need to
do is change the marriage penalty to
make it more progressive, to put a pen-
alty on those who are actually advanc-
ing. One does not want to be in an em-
ployer situation where they have an
outstanding employee and they say,
well, would you like to work additional
hours, we would like to promote you
and that person says, but the marriage
penalty is capped. If | go up in a pro-
motion here in this firm, my husband
and my income will go over a certain
point and all of a sudden we will be
taxed differently.

If we start capping the marriage pen-
alty as some are proposing to do, while
it might sound good the fact is that the
bias is being reinforced not only
against marriage in this society, but it
is also discriminating in the most de-
gree against working women who are
advancing to higher income salaries.

I thought one of our primary goals
was to open up opportunities for
women in this country to move up in
the corporate ladder, to earn higher in-
comes. In most cases, not all cases but
in most cases, the marriage penalty is
a disincentive to women often who
have not had the opportunities, who
have gone back to school, who have
been homemakers, they come back in
and all of a sudden get whacked with
this additional tax. So the irony is the
double standard in the same speech of
capping the marriage penalty and also
talking about how to open up opportu-
nities for women and all Americans to
increase their salary.

You cannot talk out of one side of
your mouth one way and out of the
other side of your mouth the other. So
I thank the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. McINTosH) not only for his leader-
ship in the marriage penalty but for
having an elimination of the marriage
penalty that is actually responsive to
the type of concerns that Americans
are having and that would really pro-
mote sexual equity in this country and
marriage equity in this country rather
than the other types of forms of this
bill that lead to other unintended con-
sequences.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | want
to thank the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SouDER) for his comments.

I would say to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) that his point is
really telling. The President wants to
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get political bonus points by saying let
us get rid of the glass ceiling and polit-
ical bonus points by saying let us have
something on the marriage penalty,
but when we look at it, the way he does
it, by putting that cap on there he
undoes everything we would want to do
to help women who want to pursue
their careers.

| appreciate the gentleman making
that point to our colleagues and to the
people listening.

Let me close today by saying it was
3 years ago, almost to the day, when
Sharon Mallory took out pen to paper
and sent me this letter that launched
my effort in eliminating the marriage
penalty tax. | have teamed up with a
great colleague, the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. WELLER), and another great
colleague, the gentlewoman Missouri
(Ms. DANNER). This has become a bipar-
tisan effort, because everyone realizes
it is the right thing to do. There was a
chart that was out here earlier, | wish
I still had it, that showed how that $1.8
trillion surplus could break up over the
next 10 years. Half of it went to spend-
ing. There are plenty of lobbyists here
in Washington who come and tell us
how we can spend more money.

Another portion went for tax breaks
to business and others, and farmers and
others. There are plenty of lobbyists
here to tell us how we can give tax
breaks for businesses and other inter-
ests, but there was no place on that pie
chart for families, because there are no
lobbyists in Washington for families.

Families are spending their money
paying their bills, helping their chil-
dren to save for college, trying to make
ends meet, planning for the future, try-
ing to provide a vacation for their fam-
ily. We need to do what is right even
when there are no lobbyists, so that
people like Sharon Mallory and Darryl
Pierce do not have to write their con-
gressman and say: Darryl and |1 would
very much like to be married, and 1
must say it broke our hearts when we
found out we cannot afford it because
of the marriage penalty tax.

It will be a great day in this institu-
tion when we get rid of the marriage
penalty tax once and for all.

I urge my colleagues to join us in the
coming week as the leadership brings
forth this bill so we can send a message
and pass into law something that
would be good for families throughout
this land, the marriage penalty elimi-
nation bill.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. DEFAzIO (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for February 3 through Feb-
ruary 15 on account of official business.

Mr. VENTO (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. SLAUGHTER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. LOBIONDO) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
February 8.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. MINGE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. JONEs of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, today.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 1733. An act to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to provide for a national standard
of interoperability and portability applicable
to electronic food stamp benefit trans-
actions.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, | move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 54 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow at 10 a.m.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel during the third and
fourth quarters of 1999 by Committees of the House of Representatives, as well as a consolidated report of foreign cur-
rencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Speaker-authorized official travel during fourth quarter of 1999, pursuant to Public
Law 95-384, and for miscellaneous groups in connection with official foreign travel during the calendar year 1999 are as

follows:
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Constance Morella ...........ccoccoreereonerernncrinnnes 8/1 8/13  Armenia 800.00 oo 660.00 oo 70.00 i e
James Wilson 8/19 8/21  Iltaly 372.00
Marc Chretien 8/19 8/21  ltaly 372.00
James Sch 8/19 8/21  Italy 372.00
David Rappallo 8/19 8/21  ltaly 372.00
Hon. John Mica 8/28 8/30  Slovakia 589.00
8/31 9/2 R i 548.00
972 9/4 Bulgaria 593.00
9/4 9/6 Hungary 603.00
9/6 91 Netherlands 207.00
Hon. Bernie Sanders ..........ccccccccceeeeveemmscscsenencneenennens 8/28 8/30  Slovakia 589.00
8/31 9/2 R i 548.00
9/2 9/4 Bulgaria 593.00
9/4 9/6 Hungary 603.00
9/6 97 Netherlands 207.00
Sharon PInkerton ..........c.cccoocvceececrinicvciciciiriiiiiiiinnnns 8/28 8/30  Slovakia 589.00
8/31 9/2 R i 548.00
9/2 9/4 Bulgaria 593.00
9/4 9/6 Hungary 603.00
9/6 97 Netherlands 207.00
Sean Littlefield 8/28 8/30  Slovakia 589.00
8/31 9/2 R i 548.00
9/2 9/4 Bulgaria 593.00
9/4 9/6 Hungary 603.00
9/6 97 Netherlands 207.00
Kevin Long 8/28 8/30  Slovakia 589.00
8/31 972 R i 548.00
9/2 9/4 Bulgaria 593.00
9/4 9/6 Hungary 603.00
9/6 97 Netherlands 207.00

Committee total 14,988.00 2,135.00 1,470.00 18,593.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
DAN BURTON, Chairman, Nov. 1, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 1999

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BILL THOMAS, Chairman, Aug. 1, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Stephanie Peters 8/1 8/11  Egypt 904.00 904.00
8/12 8/16  Azerbaijan 1,468.00 1,468.00
8/16 8/19  Russia 1,062.00 1,062.00
8/19 8/23  Italy 1,366.00 1,366.00
Commercial airfaire ... cvvvcveceeee 6,748.62 6,748.62
Leon Buck 8/8 8/11  Egypt 687.00 687.00
Commercial @irfaire .......oo.ccoovevvvcorecerirereieee cvveriieenns 4,888.66 4,888.66
Hon. Henry J. HYde ..ooevvvveeeeeerceeseeesesesi 8/8 8/10  Norway 641.00 o (3) 641.00
8/10 8/13  Germany 718.00 718.00
8/13 8/15  France 536.00 536.00
8/15 8/17  Netherlands 528.00 528.00
Hon. Melvin L. Watt ......covvoreeeeeeeeeeeee 8/8 8/10  Norway 641.00 oo (3 641.00
8/10 8/13  Germany 718.00 718.00
8/13 8/15  France 536.00 536.00
8/15 8/17  Netherlands 528.00 528.00
Thomas Mooney 8/8 8/10  Norway 641.00 o (4) 641.00
8/10 8/13  Germany 718.00 718.00
8/13 8/14  France 268.00 268.00
Commercial @irfaire ..........coooerrecirmmmeeriiins v 731.90 731.90
Mitch Glazier 8/8 8/10  Norway 641.00 s (3) 641.00
8/10 8/13  Germany 718.00 718.00
8/13 8/15  France 536.00 536.00
8/15 8/17  Netherlands 528.00 528.00
Robert Jones 8/8 8/10  Norway 641.00 o (3) 641.00
8/10 8/13  Germany 718.00 718.00
8/13 8/15  France 536.00 536.00
8/15 8/17  Netherlands 528.00 528.00
Judy Wolverton 8/8 8/10  Norway 641.00 o (3) 641.00
8/10 8/13  Germany 718.00 718.00
8/13 8/15  France 536.00 536.00
8/15 8/17  Netherlands 528.00 528.00
Hon. John CONyers, Jr. ..o.....cooomerevevoiremneeereriesseeneenns 9/10 9/12  Haiti 183.00 ... (3) 183.00
Carl LeVan 9/10 9/12  Haiti 183.00 (3) 183.00

Committee total .........coovoroeccciiiviiiricrrrereins v 19,586.00  ..ooovververenee 12,369.18 31,955.18

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Air transportation was provided by the Department of Defense.
40ne-way air transportation was provided by the Department of Defense.
HENRY J. HYDE, Chairman, Nov. 18, 1999.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN AUG. 7 AND AUG. 17, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
p currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Jesse L. Jackson, Jr ...oeveerveonerrcnsnrerssrii 8/8 8/9 Norway 276.00 (3) 276.00
8/9 8/11  Germany (Berlin) 254.00 () 254.00
8/11 8/13  Germany (Munich) 232.00 (@] 232.00
8/13 8/15  France 227.00 () 221.00
8/15 8/17  Netherlands 247.00 ) 247.00
Committee total ... v 1,236.00 1,236.00

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.
JESSE L. JACKSON, Jr.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Roscoe Bartlett .........cccoocoomrveverervieeeriiisnrii 8/8 8/10  Norway 641.00 oo () 641.00
8/10 8/13  Germany 718.00 718.00
8/13 8/15  France 536.00 536.00
8/15 8/17  Netherlands 528.00 528.00
Committee total ....ooovveevrveereiseires s 2,423.00 2,423.00

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr., Chairman, Nov. 4, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1, AND

0CT. 31, 1999
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
LAMAR SMITH, Chairman.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND
SEPT. 30, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
John Stopher, Staff ..o /4 /8 Australia 1,045.00 G 1,045.00
Merrell Moorhead, Staff ..., 1714 7/16  Europe 500.00 500.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevcreeeeee 6,268.16 6,268.16
John Stopher, Staff .......ccoocooovoereeeeeee s 114 7/16  Europe 500.00 500.00
Commercial airfare ... cvvvereeeeee 6,268.16 6,268.16
Beth Larson, Staff ... 114 7/16  Europe 500.00 500.00
Commercial Qirfare .........cccoceeeeeeeveimiieiees cvevreieens 6,268.16 6,268.16
John Mills, Staff .....oooovvvovvevevcccscsccccccccs 8/16 8/20  Europe 972.00 972.00
9/2 9/4 Europe 660.00 660.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevcreceeee 5,980.45 5,980.45
Beth Larson, Staff ... 8/8 8/27  Europe 5,150.00 5,150.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccocoovvercenrcinieiees cvverrinnns 6,633.71 6,633.71
Wyndee Parker, Staff ... 8/8 8/27  Europe 5,150.00 5,150.00
Commercial @Irfare ... e 6,633.71 6,633.71
Patrick Murray, Staff ... 8/17 8/24  Europe 1,900.00 1,900.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccoooeevcemveerceriienes v 5,885.91 5,885.91
Merrell Moorhead, Staff ..........cooovveovervcnsmreeisrrii 8/17 8/24  Europe 1,900.00 1,900.00
Commercial @irfare .......cccooooemvcereerceriienes v 5,885.91 5,885.91
Jay Jakub, Staff 8/17 8/24  Europe 1,700.00 1,700.00
Commercial @irfare ...........cooerreiimmmcrmiiins cvvvevennes 4,555.47 4,555.47
Committee total ... v 19,977.00 oo 54,379.64 74,356.64

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Military air transportation.
PORTER GOSS, Nov. 19, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Frank LUCAS ...........ccccvoveveveeiessssmsmscsencrcnecnnnnnns 12/11 12/18  South Africa 3400.00 e *) 400.00

Rat
B
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Continued
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

Hon. Collins PEterson ........cooeoeeveeerveereerreerrenes 12/11 12/18  South Africa 3400.00 e ) 400.00
. Zimbab

Hon. Bob SChaffer ... 219" 12/24" Russia 160000 . @ 1600.00

. Moldova 2,672.78 2,672.78
Ukraine

Committee total 2400 s 2,672.78 5,072.78

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Total per diem not including lodging costs which were not provided by the State Department.

4Military air transportation.

LARRY COMBEST, Chairman, Jan. 31, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent

P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

John T. Blazey Il oocooveeveriiviveeveiiennnenenererseses 10/17 10/20  Brazil 825.00 825.00
10/21  Chile 270.00 270.00
10/22  Peru 263.00 ; 263.030
@) ®)
Hon. Charles H. Taylor ... 10/26  Spain 273.00 273.00
Commercial airfare 6,303.44 6,303.44
Edward E. Lombard ..........ccoooemvvereeeerreereeereerns 10/26  Spain 1,365.00 1,365.00
10/28  Austria 454.00 454.00
10/30  Netherlands 541.00 541.00
Commercial airfare 5,035.31 5,035.31
Richard E. Efford ...........cccccoooveceimeiessmmmmmscscncncceciennns 11/18  Canada 475.00 i 4{888
Commercial airfare 505.39 505.39
Hon. Robert E. Bud Cramer ........ccccccccooueuenercreeeenncns 11721 Moldova 225.00 225.00
11/24  Russia 1,143.00 1,143.00
11725 Norway 276.00 i 276,((]4[;
Hon. Marcy Kaptur .......cooc.oooeveememvveoeecrieensiieseri 11/23  Ukraine 532.00 532.00
11/24  Russia 381.00 381.00
11725 Norway 276.00 276.00
Unused per diem refunded to State ............. —11.00 —11.00
Commercial airfare 0 0
Hon. John P. MUItha .........ccooocvevecievecemmmscscrcncnccinnn 11/21  Maced 200.00 i 200
Gregory R. Dahlberg . 11721 Maced: 200.00 i 200
Hon. Frank R. Wolf .. 12/3 Benin 388.00 388.00
12/4 Ivory Coast 322.00 322.00
12/6 Guinea 250.00 250.00
12/8 Sierra Leone 218.00 218.00
Unused per diem refunded to State .............. —387.20 —387.20
Commercial airfare 5,138.09 5,138.09
Hon. Charles H. Taylor ......ccc.ccooevommrvissmrevissriins 12/4 Russia 2,300.00 2,300.00
Commercial airfare 5,291.85 5,291.85
Edward E. Lombard ..........cccccccoooeeiemmemmncrcncncncnecncnnns 12/4 Russia 2,300.00 2,300.00
Commercial airfare ... cvcvceceecees 5,703.85 5,703.85
John G. Shank 11/29 12/3 Egypt 904.00 904.00
Commercial airfare ... cvcvceceeeee 4,362.53 4,362.53
John T. Blazey Il .....ooovvvvvvvvvevveieeiiiiiiiiicscscscccess 11/26 12/3 Thailand 1,500.00 1,500.00
Commercial airfare ... cvcvceeceeee 3,516.00 3,516.00
Cheryl Smith 11/26 12/3 Thailand 1,500.00 1,500.00
Commercial airfare ... cvcvceeceee 2,712.45 2,712.45
Hon. James T. Walsh .......ccccccccoocveiomninnncicncncccnccninn 12/2 12/4 Northern Ireland 897.00 897.00
Commercial airfare ... cocveeeeeeee 6,038.86 6,038.86
Committee total ... e 17,879.80 e 44,607.77 oo 1000 e 62,497.57

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Agency Aircraft (FAA).
4Military air transportation.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, SURVEYS AND

BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

BILL YOUNG, Chairman, Jan. 27, 2000.

INVESTIGATIONS STAFF, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Frederick A. Brugger . 10723 10/29  Korea 1,272.00 3,393.39 4,696.39
Gerald T. Coughlin 10/12 10/16  Mexico 976.50 1,828.23 2,853.38
Norman H. Gardner . 10/07 10/10  Austria 451.00 4,890.28 5,353.38
10/10 10/11  Croatia 280.00 280.00
10/11 10/13  Bosnia 692.00 692.00
10/13 10/14  Macedoni 120.00 120.00
10/14 10/15  Serbia 178.75 178.75
10/15 10/16  Albania 270.00 270.00
10/16 10/18  Hungary 402.00
Norman H. Gardner . 11/14 11/19  India 6,659.79 7,869.29
Carroll L. Hauver . 11/14 11719 India 6,659.79 797176
James A. Higham 11/14 11/19  India 6,659.79 7,896.13
Dennis K. Lutz 10/23 10/29  Korea 4,099.23 5,397.27
Robert Makay 10/12 10/16  Mexico 1,828.23 2,909.00
Robert J. Reitwiesner 10/23 10/29  Korea 3,396.39 4,741.21
R.W. Vandergrift, Jr. . 10/07 10/10  Austria 4,890.28 5,803.85
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS STAFF, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED
BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999—Continued

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar

Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent

P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
10/10 10/11  Croatia 280.00 280.00
10/11 10/13  Bosnia 692.00 692.00
10/13 10/14  Macedoni 120.00 120.00
10/14 10/15  Serbia 178.75 178.75
b it i

ungary . :
11/14 11/19  India 1,209.50 6,659.79 191.49 8,060.78
T. Peter Wyman 10/07 10/10  Austria 451.00 489028 .. 12.30 5,353.58
10/10 10/11  Croatia 280.00 280.00
10/11 10/13  Bosnia 692.00 692.00
10/13 10/14  Macedoni 120.00 120.00
10/14 10/15  Serbia 178.75 178.75
b it i

ungary . X
11/14 11719 India 1,209.50 ... 6,659.79 .. 42.30 7911.59
H.C. Young 10/23 10/29  Korea 1,272.00 3,933.33 51.81 5,257.14
CommMittee total ..o.eveveeeeeermmmmrcressrssseieieieens e 20,269.75 oo 66,448.59 oo 1,18524 e 87,903.58

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BILL YOUNG, Chairman, Jan. 27, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND

DEC. 31, 1999
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
JIM LEACH, Chairman.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCTOBER 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
WAYNE STRUBLE.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at the right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BILL THOMAS, Chairman, Jan. 24, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 17 AND NOV. 22,

1999
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Dana Rohrabacker 11/18 11722 KUWait oo 2711 887 i 5586 s e 271.1 6,473
Committee total ......cooocvevvomrierieiriiiees s 877 e 5,586 6,473

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
DANA ROHRABACHER, Dec. 22, 1999.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 28 AND DEC. 8, 1999
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Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Tony P. Hall ... 11/29 12/08  England 3 1A84/00 oo 6,773.49 8,257.49
Committee total ... e 1484/00 oo 6,773.49 8,257.49

1per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3England, Benin, Ivory Coast, Sierra Leone.

DAVID DREIER, Chairman, Jan. 26, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN SEPT. 1 AND JAN. 1, 2000

Name of Member or employee

Arrival

Date

Departure

Country

Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES

Please Note: If there were no expeditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

JIM TALENT, Chairman, Jan. 24, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1

AND DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent

P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency ? currency 2 currency? currency 2
William COUMNEY ..vvveereerrereeeererseeeeesseseesereees 11/6 United States 6,207.79 6,207.79
11711 Turkey 4,278.00 4,278.00
11/12  Serbia 155.00 155.00
11/13  Slovenia 174.00 174.00
11720 Turkey 1,622.30 1,622.30
Orest Deychakiwsk 10/26  United States 4,926.60 4,926.60
1173 Ukraine 1,574.00 1,574.00
11710 Turkey 112220 e 2,792.32 3,914.52
11/11  Belarus 146.00 146.00
John Finerty 1277 United States 5,556.69 5,556.69
12/16  Russia 2,051.00 2,051.00
12/18  England 606.00 606.00
Chadwick R. GO® .....oovveervereeeeeeee e 12/3 United States 5,125.07 5,125.07
12/9 Jordan 760.00 760.00
Robert Hand 10/26  United States 1,755.29 1,755.29
1172 Macedoni 820.00 820.00
11/6 United States 2,695.54 2,695.54
11711 Turkey 1,098.20 1,098.20
11/12 Serbia 407.00 407.00
11/15  Macedoni 578.00 578.00
12/30  United States 3,661.63 3,661.63
1/5/ Croatia 820.00 820.00

00

Janice Helwig 1177 Austria 3696.63 s 516.27 4,212.90
11722 Turkey 3,383.38 3,383.38
12/10  Austria 10,033.61 10,033.61
................. United States 2,073.07 2,073.07
Karen Lord 12/9 United States 7,242.45 7,282.45
12/11  England 314.93 314.93
12/13  Uzbekistan 849.65 849.65
12/17  Turkmenistan 570.17 570.17
12/20  Azerbaijan 1,105.00 1,105.00
Ronald MENamara ........coo.ooeeeeeveeeveeeerveseeesseeies 11/6 United States 4,999.52 4,999.52
11710 Turkey 823.65 823.65
11/11  Belarus 146.00 146.00
Michael Ochs 10/3 United States 7,069.20 7,069.20
1074 England 324.00 324.00
10/12 Kazakstan 1,827.00 1,827.00
10/25  United States 5,379.32 5,379.32
1173 Georgia 1,760.57 1,760.57
12/9 United States 7,242.45 7,242.45
12/11  England 388.00 388.00
12/13  Uzbekistan 849.00 849.00
12/17  Turkmenistan 405.00 405.00
12/21  Azerbaijan 1,403.00 1,403.00
Erika Schlager 9/20  United States 4,927.83 4,927.83
10/5 Austria 2,478.00 2,478.00
Dorothy Douglas Taft ... 11/6 United States 4301.35 4,301.35
11711 Turkey 1,006.36 188.23 1,194.59
11/12 Serbia 133.23 133.23
11/13  Slovenia 129.51 129.51
............. 1271 United States 6,497.52 6,497.52
12/8 12/11  Russia 523.33 523.33
12/11 12/14  Uzbekistan 740.95 740.95
12/15 12/18  Turkmenistan 384.00 384.00
Maureen Walsh ... v 9/25  Unnited States 4,630.41 4,630.41
9/26 9/30  Austria 574.00 574.00
9/30 1072 Germany 352.00 352.00
............. 1271 United States 4,651.85 352.00
12/8 12/16  Russia 1,905.00 1,905.00
Representational FUNAS 3 ..........cooovvvemrvciiinrciiiniies s 2,580.00 oo 2,580.00
Committee total ... e 52,317.67 oo 92,252.17 oo 2,768.23 oo 147,338.07

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Representatioinal Funds for U.S. and Turkish NGOs in Istanbul, Turkey, Nov. 8, 1999.

CALVIN SMITZ.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO MOLDOVA, RUSSIA, AND OSLO, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 20 AND

NOV. 25, 1999
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Depart Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
parture currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Curt Weldon (HASC) . 11720 11721 Moldova 225.00
11721 11/24  Russia 1,143.00
11724 11725 Oslo 276.00
Hon. Nathan Deal (COMMECE) ..........cocvoreserecrcriires 11720 11721 Moldova 225.00
11721 11724 Russia 1,143.00
Hon. Ed ROYCE (IR) .cocoeeeeeemermmmmmmsessessseeeresereneeneenees 11720 11/21  Moldova 225.00
11721 11724 Russia 1,143.00
11724 11/25  Norway 276.00
Hon. Jim Saxton (HASC) ......ccouuuuuursvmmsmsnscrencneenennnns 11720 11/21  Moldova 225.00
11721 11724 Russia 1,143.00
11724 11/25  Norway 276.00
Hon. Roscoe Bartlett (HASC) ......ooevvevveeeeieeieciecanne 11/20 11/21  Moldova 225.00
11721 11724 Russia 1,143.00
11724 11/25  Norway 276.00

Committee total .....oooocvvveecriccriisricis v 7,944.00 7,944.00
Hon. Bud Cramer (App.) ... 11720 11/21  Moldova 225.00
11721 11724 Russia 1,143.00
11724 11725 Oslo 276.00
Chris Frenze (JEC) ....ocvvvveeeicccriciicccccniccscecs 11720 11/21  Moldova 225.00
11721 11724 Russia 1,143.00
David Trachtenberg (HASC) 11720 11721 Moldova 225.00
11721 11/24  Russia 1,143.00
Greg Wierzynski (Banking) ...........ccoooecevveeerrmerenenes 11/20 11/21  Moldova 225.00
11721 11724 Russia 1,143.00
11/24 11/25  Oslo 276.00

Committee total .....cooovervveecricciisircrs v 6,024.00 6,024.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
CURT WELDON, Dec. 1, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO KUWAIT, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 17 AND NOV. 22, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Al Sanoli 11/18 11722 KUWAIE oo 2717 $887.00 oo $5,586.00 oo s 271.7 6,473.00
COMMIEEE tOtAl ..ovovevvereccreccivcrierirrrcees everrreeeens 887.00 oo 5,586.00 6,473.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
AL SANTOLI, Dec. 22, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO ENGLAND, BENIN, IVORTY COAST, AND SIERRA LEONE, EXPENDED
BETWEEN NOV. 28 AND DEC. 8, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Richard Carne 11/29 12/8 1,484.00 ..o 6,386.73 7,870.73
Committee total ....oeeeveeeerermrreresssssseieieieies e 1,484.00 e 6,386.73 7,870.73

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
TONY P. HALL, Jan. 17, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO BENIN, IVORY COAST, GUINEA, AND SIERRA LEONE, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV.
30 AND DEC. 8, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Charles E. WHite ... cevvevesinnns 11/30  United States 5,138.09 5,138.09
12/1 12/3 Benin 388.00 388.00
12/3 12/4 Ivory Coast
12/4 12/6 Guinea 250.00 250.00
12/6 12/7 Sierra Leone 218.00 218.00
1218 United States
............. 3 —270.00 3 —-270.00
Committee total .....oooocvereecricciiirrcrs v 586.00 oo 5,138.09 5,724.09

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Less $270.00 unused per diem returned to State Department.
CHARLES E. WHITE, Dec. 15, 1999.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO BENIN, IVORY COAST, GUINEA, AND SIERRA LEONE, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV.
30 AND DEC. 8, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Frank R WOI .....coooeeeeeeeeemmmmreresssssssscecccecececenininieis ceeveresianns 11/30  United States 5,138.09 5,138.09
12/1 12/3 Benin 388.00 388.00
12/3 12/4 Ivory Coast 322.00 322.00
12/4 12/6 Guinea 250.00 250.00
12/6 12/7 Sierra Leone 218.00 218.00
12/8 United States

............. 3 —387.20 3 —387.20
Committee total .....oooovovevrvieisieres s 790.80 5,928.89

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3Less $387.20 unused per diem returned to State Department.
FRANK R. WOLF, Jan. 13, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO ENGLAND, EXPENDED BETWEEN DEC. 5 AND DEC. 9, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
p currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Charles W. JORNSON ........occccvecccccicssissscicserescnecccn 12/5 12/9 England ... 952.50 1,524.00 e 584.00 2,108.00

Lper diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
CHARLES W. JOHNSON, Dec. 13, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO ENGLAND, EXPENDED BETWEEN DEC. 5 AND DEC. 9, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Theodore J. Van Der Meid ..........ooooovvvvererereveveeiennens 12/5 12/9 England 1,524.00 oo 584.00 2,108.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
THEODORE J. VAN DER MEID, Dec. 14, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO 0.S.C.E. PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY TO RUSSIA, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 5 AND JULY 11, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2

Hon. Benjamin L. Cardin 15 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 (3) 1,792.00
Hon. John Cooksey 715 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 (3) 1,792.00
Hon. Pat Danner .. 1/5 7/10  Russia 1,585.00 (3) 1,585.00
Hon. Alcee Hastings . /5 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 () 1,792.00
Hon. Steny Hoyer . 1/5 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 ®) 1,636.00
Hon. Marcy Kaptur /5 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 () 1,636.00
Hon. Martin Sabo /5 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 (3) 1,792.00
Hon. Matt Salmon 15 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 (3) 1,792.00
Hon. Thomas Sawyer /5 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 () 1,792.00
Hon. Louise Slaught /5 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 () 1,792.00
Hon. Christopher Smith /5 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 () 1,792.00
Hon. Cliff Stearns ..... 75 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 (3) 1,636.00
Hon. Thomas Tancredo . 15 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 (3) 1,792.00
Hon. John Tanner . /5 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 (3) 1,792.00
William Courtney . 1/5 7/11  Russia 1,792.00 (3) 1,792.00
Dr./RADM John Eisold 715 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 () 1,636.00
John Finerty /5 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 4,338.21 5,974.21
Mark Gage /5 7/09  Russia 1,274.00 5041.13 6,315.13
Chadwick Gore 715 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 4,338.21 597421
Marlene Kaufmann ...........ccoooveommerenmerrennnreeinnnrenns /5 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 22,161.04 3,797.04
Kathleen May /5 711 Russia 1,636.00 () 1,636.00
Ronald McNamara ... 115 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 (3) 1,636.00
Marilyn Owen 15 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 5,749.13 7,385.13
Scott Palmer 715 711 Russia 1,636.00 () 1,636.00
Dorothy Taft /5 711 Russia 1,636.00 () 1,636.00
Fred Turner /5 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 4,338.21 5,974.21
Maureen Walsh /5 7/11  Russia 1,636.00 4,338.21 5974.21

CommMittee total .......ovvevveressccrccirrrceies v 4547500 oo 30,304.14 75,779.14

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
CHRISTOPHER SMITH.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NATO PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY TO THE NETHERLANDS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 10
AND NOV. 16, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Doug BEreuter ..........ccccooveereeemreeeeeesrreerinens 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00

Hon. Tom Bliley 11712 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NATO PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY TO THE NETHERLANDS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 10

AND NOV. 16, 1999—Continued

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee . Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
Arrival Departure
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

Hon. Sherwood Boehlert ..........ccoooovvvevveevevereris 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Marge Rouk 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Paul Gillmor .........coovveveeeereereeeeeeseeseeeeseene 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Joel Hefley 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Vernon Ehlers . 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Peter Deutsch . 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Norm Sisisky .. 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Owen Pickett .. 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. John Tanner 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Pat Danner . 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Jim Davis 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Hon. Scott MCINNIS —....vveeveereeereereeeeeee e 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Olson, Susan 11/11 11/16  Netherlands 1,478.00 2,590.20 4,068.20
Weber Josept 11711 11/16  Netherlands 1,478.00 2,590.20 4,068.20
Herzberg, John 11/12 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Gross, Jason 11711 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Doherty, Carol 11711 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Evans, Robin 11/11 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00
Pedigo, Linda 11711 11/16  Netherlands 1,208.00 1,208.00

Committee total .........cccovevmmmimeisisiiricicicees e 21,076.00 oo 5,180.40 26,256.40

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5950. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Change in Disease Status of Liech-
tenstein Because of BSE [Docket No. 98-119-
2] received December 7, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

5951. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting notification that the De-
partment of the Army plans to destroy le-
thal chemical warfare agent in the State of
Utah, at Dugway Proving Ground, using the
Munitions Management Device, Version 1
(MMD-1); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

5952. A letter from the Asssistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Require-
ments for Notification, Evaluation and Re-
duction of Lead-Based Paint Hazards in
Housing Receiving Federal Assistance and
Federally Owned Residential Property Being
Sold; Correction [Docket No. FR-3482-C-07]
(RIN: 2501-AB57) received January 28, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

5953. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting Final Regulations—
State-administered Programs, pursuant to 20
U.S.C. 1232(f); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

5954. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor,
NHTSA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards;
Roof Crush Resistance [Docket No. 2000-6798]
(RIN: 2127-AH74) received January 28, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

5955. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—FY 2000 UST
Grant Guidance (AL)—received January 24,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

5956. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—FY 2000 UST/
LUST Program Grant Guidance—received
January 24, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

5957. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—FY99 N/A UST/
LUST Program Grant Guidance—received
January 24, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

5958. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Grant Guidance
for Fiscal Year 2000—received January 24,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

5959. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Public Water
System Supervison Program Generic Grant
Workplan Guidance—received January 24,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

5960. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Parts 1, 21 and 74 to Enable
Multipoint Distribution Service and Instruc-
tional Television Fixed Service Licensees to
Engage in Fixed Two-Way Tranmissions
[MM Docket No. 97-217 File No. RM-9060] Re-
quest For Declaratory Ruling on the Use of
Digital Modulation by Multipoint Distribu-
tion Service and Instructional Television
Fixed Service Stations—received January 28,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

5961. A letter from the Senior Attorney,
Common Carrier Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—In the matter of pe-
tition for declaratory ruling and request for
expedited action on the July 15, 1997 order of
the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
regarding area codes 412, 610, 215, and 717 [CC
Docket No. 96-98 NSD File No. L-97-42] re-
ceived January 28, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

5962. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions and Management Staff, Food and Drug
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Indirect Food Additives:
Paper and Paperboard Components [Docket

DOUG BEREUTER, Jan. 27, 2000.

No. 86F-0312] received December 10, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

5963. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Saudi Arabia
for defense articles and services (Trans-
mittal No. 00-24), pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(b); to the Committee on International
Relations.

5964. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Israel for de-
fense articles and services (Transmittal No.
00-27), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the
Committee on International Relations.

5965. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Finland for
defense articles and services (Transmittal
No. 00-25), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to
the Committee on International Relations.

5966. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to the Nether-
lands for defense articles and services
(Transmittal No. 00-26), pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(b); to the Committee on International
Relations.

5967. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the 1999
Report to the Congress on the Loan Guaran-
tees to Israel Program, pursuant to Public
Law 102-391, section 601 (106 Stat. 1701); to
the Committee on International Relations.

5968. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

5969. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the forty-seventh report on the
extent and disposition of United States con-
tributions to international organizations for
fiscal year 1998, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 262a; to
the Committee on International Relations.

5970. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
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copy of D.C. Act 13-216, Executive Service
Residency Requirement received February 1,
2000, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

5971. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 13-215, ““‘Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 105, S.0. 97-245, Act of 1999”
received February 1, 2000, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

5972. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-214, “‘Dedication of Land
within Square 557 for Public Alley Purposes,
S.0. 93-207, Act of 1999 received February 1,
2000, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

5973. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-213, *““Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 486, S.O. 99-67, Act of 1999’
received February 1, 2000, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

5974. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-217, “Performance Rat-
ing Levels Temporary Amendment Act of
1999 received February 1, 2000, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

5975. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-218, ‘““Management Su-
pervisory Service Exclusion Temporary
Amendment Act of 1999 received February
1, 2000, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

5976. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-219, ““School Proximity
Traffic Calming Temporary Act of 1999 re-
ceived February 1, 2000, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

5977. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-235, ‘“‘Housing Authority
Temporary Amendment Act of 1999’ received
February 1, 2000, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

5978. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-220, “‘Citizens with Men-
tal Retardation Substituted Consent for
Health Care Decisions Temporary Amend-
ment of 1999” received February 1, 2000, pur-
suant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

5979. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-236, ‘“Advisory Neighbor-
hood Commissions Management Control
Temporary Amendment Act of 1999 received
February 1, 2000, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

5980. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-224, “‘Dedication and
Designation of Harry Thomas Way, N.E. Act
of 1999 received February 1, 2000, pursuant
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

5981. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-237, “‘Disposal of District
Owned Surplus Real Property Temporary
Amendment Act of 1999 received February
1, 2000, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

5982. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
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copy of D.C. ACT 13-233, ““Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 1942 S.O. 98-21, Act of 1999’
received February 1, 2000, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

5983. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-238, ‘‘Board of Trustees
of the University of the District of Columbia
Temporary Amendment Act of 1999’ received
February 1, 2000, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

5984. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 13-234, “Technical Amend-
ments Act of 1999 received February 1, 2000,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

5985. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Steller Sea Lion Protection
Measures for the Pollock Fisheries Off Alas-
ka [Docket No. 000119015-0015-01; 1.D. 010500A]
(RIN: 0648-AM32) received January 28, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

5986. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska;
Bycatch Rate Standards for the First Half of
2000 [1.D. 121399A] received January 28, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

5987. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and
South Atlantic; Trip Limit Reduction [Dock-
et No. 970930235-7235-01; 1.D. 012100A] received
January 28, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

5988. A letter from the Rules Adminis-
trator, Federal Bureau of Prisons, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Victim and/or Witness No-
tification: State Custody Transfers [BOP-
1085-F] (RIN: 1120-AA80) received December
9, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

5989. A letter from the Acting Chief, Office
of Regulations and Administrative Law, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Puget Sound
Vessel Traffic Service [USCG-1999-6141] (RIN:
2115-AF92) received December 10, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

5990. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Regulated
Navigation Area, Eagle Harbor, Bainbridge
Island, WA [CGD13-98-004] (RIN: 2115-AE84)
received January 15, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5991. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—SAFETY
ZONE: Lake Erie—Maumee River, Ohio [CGD
09-99-085] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received January
5, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5992. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
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the Department’s final rule—SAFETY ZONE
REGULATION; Fireworks Display, Willam-
ette River, Portland Oregon [CGD13-99-046]
(RIN: 2115-AA97) received January 5, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

5993. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—SAFETY
ZONE: Ambassador Construction Fireworks,
Hudson River, Anchorage Channel [CGDO01-
99-180] (RIN: 2115-AA97) received January 5,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5994. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Class D Airspace; Jacksonville NAS,
FL [Airspace Docket No. 99-AS0-26] received
January 28, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5995. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Wetlands
Grants 2000—Call for Proposals—received
January 24, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5996. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Wetlands
Grants 2000—Grants Guidance—received Jan-
uary 24, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5997. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting a report on U.S. and international fund-
ing strategy and program priorities for the
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) Pro-
gram (Enclosure); jointly to the Committees
on Armed Services and International Rela-
tions.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. DEFAZIO (for himself, Mr. WAL-
DEN of Oregon, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
Wu, and Ms. HooLEY of Oregon):

H.R. 3567. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide for an additional
place of holding court in the District of Or-
egon; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KLECZKA:

H.R. 3568. A bill to restore the right of ac-
crual basis taxpayers to use the installment
method for Federal income tax purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. WAX-
MAN, and Mr. SANDERS):

H.R. 3569. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish an inde-
pendent office to be known as the Office for
Protection of Human Research Subjects, and
to assign to such Office responsibility for ad-
ministering regulations regarding the pro-
tection of human subjects in Federal re-
search projects; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. LATOURETTE (for himself and
Mr. PASCRELL):

H.R. 3570. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to establish na-
tionally consistent requirements for control-
ling urban wet weather flows, to provide ad-
ditional funds to municipalities to meet
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those requirements, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York:

H.R. 3571. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide housing loan benefits
for the purchase of residential cooperative
apartment units; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. MEEK of Florida (for herself,
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr.
DEUTSCH):

H.R. 3572. A bill to extend the deadlines for
applying for relief under section 902 of the
Haitian Refugee Immigration Fairness Act
of 1998 and section 202 of the Nicaraguan Ad-
justment and Central American Relief Act;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHOWS (for himself and Mr.
NORWOOD):

H.R. 3573. A bill to restore health care cov-
erage to retired members of the uniformed
services; to the Committee on Government
Reform, and in addition to the Committee on
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. TANCREDO (for himself and
Mr. TRAFICANT):

H.R. 3574. A bill to provide for the improve-
ment of the processing of claims for veterans
compensation and pension, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

By Mr. GILCHREST:

H. Res. 413. A resolution expressing suport
for a National Foster Parents Day; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself and Mrs. MORELLA):

H. Res. 414. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives sup-
porting Federal funding directed toward
human pluripotent stem cell research to fur-
ther research into Parkinson’s disease and
other medical conditions; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:

H. Res. 415. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
there should be established a National Ocean
Day to recognize the significant role the
ocean plays in the lives of the Nation’s peo-
ple and the important role the Nation’s peo-
ple must play in the continued life of the
ocean; to the Committee on Resources.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:
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H.R. 6: Mr. PICKETT, Mr. THOMAS, and Mr.
CAMP.

H.R. 72: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. WAMP, and
Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 82: Mr. STUPAK and Mr. HULSHOF.
. 141: Mr. RANGEL.
303: Mr. MANzULLO and Ms. SLAUGH-

m
RII

460:
534:
583:
612:
678:

Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

GEKAS.

LOFGREN.

OWENS.

FATTAH.

KUYKENDALL.

721: Mr. BAKER.

783: Mr. MANZULLO.

837: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
s, and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

876: Mr. KUYKENDALL.

937: Mr. ISAKSON.

1071: Ms. PELOSI.

1111: Mr. HULSHOF.

1196: Mr. EVANS.

. 1229: Mr. WISE.

. 1248: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.
ACKERMAN, and Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 1304: Mr. SHIMKUS.

H.R. 1432: Mr. BURTON of Indiana and Mr.
MANZULLO.

H.R. 1456: Mr. DooLEY of California.

H.R. 1577: Mr. TOOMEY.

H.R. 1601: Ms. LEE, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon,
Mr. VITTER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, Mr. BoyD, Mr. OWENS, Mr. CANNON, and
Mr. PACKARD.

H.R. 1621: Mr. OLVER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. OBEY.

H.R. 1671: Mr. EWING.

H.R. 1795: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Ms.
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KILPATRICK, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. DEeAL of
Georgia, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
PICKERING, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. MILLENDER-

MCDONALD, Mr. WYNN, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin.

H.R. 1870: Mr. GEKAS, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
GILMAN, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 1885: Mr. KoLBE, Mr. LATOURETTE, and
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 1893: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 2060: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. BOUCHER,

Mr. MEeEks of New York, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 2129: Mr. KLINK, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, Mr. STumP, Mr. BARCIA, Mr.

FOSSELLA, Mr. LEwis of Georgia, and Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin.

H.R. 2341: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. TRAFICANT,
and Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 2382: Mr. GARY MILLER of California,
Mr. PITTS, and Mr. BACA.

H.R. 2498: Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 2538: Mr. QUINN, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. EVERETT.
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H.R. 2611: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. PAUL, Mr.
BACA, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 2686: Mr. WOLF.
. 2697: Mr. SAXTON.
. 2702: Mr. GREENWOOD.
. 2774: Mr. GUTIERREZ.
. 2901: Mr. LucaAs of Kentucky.
. 2966: Mr. GRAHAM and Mr. ORTIZ.
. 3020: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
. 3059: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3083: Mr. BAIRD, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.

STARK, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.

. 3091: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. FORBES.

. 3115: Mr. WATKINS.

. 3116: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. PASCRELL.
. 3161: Mr. HINCHEY.

. 3193: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 3235: Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 3293: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
GEKAS, and Mr. WEYGAND.

H.R. 3326: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut and
Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 3386: Mr. FROST, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr.
KUCINICH.

H.R. 3408: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LARGENT, and
Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 3430: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. KLECZKA, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
BACA, Mr. TowNs, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. WEYGAND, and Mr.
DEUTSCH.

H.R. 3485: Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 3504: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas and Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 3519: Ms. LEe and Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD.

H.R. 3543: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 3552: Mr. DOOLITTLE and Mr. TRAFI-
CANT.

H.R. 3564: Mr. KASICH.

H.J. Res. 53: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.

H.J. Res. 77: Mr. RADANOVICH and Mrs.
BoNO.

H.J. Res. 86: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut
and Mr. ROTHMAN.
H. Con. Res.

Texas.
H. Res. 1